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' -ABSTRACT 

. Hearings held before the q*S. Hous^ Subcommittee on 

Postfeecondary Education regarding reauthb^zation of the Higher 
Educations-Act a^id related measures aire pregentedw the 'detailed 
legislative recommendations, of the Cart eir Admin Icjtr action concerning 
.the reauthorization" are preiuentedr and those features of the ' 
administration* 15 bill that represent the most significant departures 
from current law are iBxa mined, specif ic, areas of focus are 
recommendations concerning Title III,, strengthening developing 
iftstitutlons; institutional-. eligibility: the adminiatrati^ton and' 
•anagement of * student fina^ic la 1 aid programs: the allocation of 
student aid funds, to students^ states^ and Inst itutions; ' a^id grant 
aid to students, th^^ijjfh the Basic ^^rant and the Supplemental - 
Educational Opportunity 0rant programs. The administration is ' 
pro.posings a packaging frameworX for sti^ent financial aid; a single 
student aid applicationv f orm: a singlK ne«^s* analysis system'; a new 
formula for state- matching in , the State Student Incen'tiVe Grant 
PrQ|ram; and the elipination 'of the ini,tial y^ar^ continuing year " 
dift'inc^ion in the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant 
p^Ogram^ a'he administration is also proposing to modify the Basic 
Grant max imug award anai, the reduction scheduie, to permit the usfe 
.av«)?age rather than actual costs ot atteftdattoe utoder the Basic Grant 
programv and to increase the laitimum Supplemental Educational • 
Opportunity Grant Award. (SW) , 
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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER r 
EDUCATION ACT AND RELATED MEASURES 

Part 8— Administration Proposal 



THURSDAY, JULY ,19, 1979 

♦ 

House of Reji>ueskntatives, 

COMMrTTB:E ON EDUCATION AND LaBOR, 

SubcomMhtee on Postsecondauy Education, 

Washington, D.Q. 

The subcommittee met; pursuant .to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in room 
2175, Rayburn House Oftlce Building, Hon. William D. Ford (chair^ 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Ford, Perkins, ^ Thompson, 
Biag^, Simon, Peyser, Weiss, Ratchford, Bailey, Buchanan, Tauko, 
and Petri. 

Als6 present: Representative Erlenborn. 

Staff present: Thomas R. Wolanin, staff director; and William C 
Clohan, minority assistant education counsel. 

Mr. Ford. The Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education will 
now come to order for the purpose of continuing hearings on au- 
thorization of the Higher Education Act and related njeasures. 

On March 20, tlfis subcommittee had the privilege of hearing 
from Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, Joseph Califano, 
Jr., who shared with us the broad' outlines of the administration's 
concerns and the issues they ^believed to be contra! to, this Ire- 
authorization. ^ 

Since March 20, this subcommittee has held 23 days of hearings 
and heard from about 150 witnesses. These witnesses commented 
in detail on the strength^ and weaknesses of our current programs^ 
and offered many constructive suggestions for improving and 
strengthenlngv those programs. And I should say they have com- 
mented at some length on what they have been informed would be 
the administration proposal when it came before us. 

We are very pleased to receive this morning the detailed legisla- 
tive recommendations of the administration, which, I am sur6, ^^#1— 
be a very constructive and comprehensive contribution to our delib- 
erations. L " * , 

L should note here that it is apparent that the policymakers at 
0MB have been at work on what we believed would be the recom- 
mendations of the administration in" that they have been sC^ibstan- 
^ally changed. I would be, premature to judge the effect those 
Qhantfes mjght have on the committee and the Congress to the. 
propOTals of the administration. * 
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Secretary Califapo had hoped to be with us on Tuesd-av but 

T^llf^'^^^'^^'^r.""^ ^^'^^ ^is appearance unSXday 

I talked to hun and he offered to come in at a later time S 
mqrnmg he is not able to be here and it was at my sugUtTon hat 
for m1"' 7P'-ef ntative. Fred Bohen. the Assista^ft Secrc ary 
for Mahagement and Budget of the Department-of JiEW to share 

sTh dufed to'd^T'^rK^- ^^'^^^"^^H-hkh Secretar/ Galifano w" : 
acneduied tp deliver this morning.\ 

iThe first pei-son t would like to r^ognize is a ranking member of 
Zni:^'r7ZT ^^"^^ Vn.^ho will m^roduc^ou^ 
Mr. Thompson, l^hank you. Mr. Chairman 
■ minp'fnTn^"'!?'.*'" introduce a gentleman who has been a friend of 
'S, tn J . "^a"y years and was a former constituent whom I 

got to know while he was still doing graduate work at Princeton 
Un.versity-at the Woodr^w Wilson School, and when W later 
became an* assistant dean. 

Mr. Bohen has had a ratfier remarkable career for suclf a young 
man. He has been m public TV in public service, with the Ford 
Foundation, wice unhappily an unsuccessful candidate for Con 
gress where he surely woulcf have distinguished himself among u" 
and he has been, with the administration, and in particular i th 
fXcIbl^et ' '"^^ -^^^^^^^^ ^«ys of Mr. Califano'Henure 

In my judgment Secretary Califa^io has done a really outstandinc 
and courageous job backed up by such people as Mr. Bohen ^ 

Ubviously the circumstances are such that Mr. Bohen's normal 
esponsibil.ties do not include the drafting of legislation. And^er 
tamly.r arn sure he has nothing to do with OMB's input or t^rhal 
.one should say, outgo. It seemf these days that there is son^thZ 
of a crisis of conhdence in the land and that might be b^cS 

M;^\:7ea1e""^^^^^"^^^- ^^^^ --'-^a"- w^ou|d ^.o^'rpp?; 

Mr, Chairman, it is a distinct pleasure for me to introduce to the ' 
committee my longtime and very valued friend. Fred Bohen 

1 iionk you. 

Mr. I'EHKINS Mr. Chninnnn, yoa-knaw I cannot let this opportu- 

Joe Cahlano was not only one of our great echolars in America < 

Nation tZ::' 'rK^^r.^^ ^'-^"^'^^ administrators in thS 
hold of n il Secretary in my memory who has taken 

FHn.„f ^Z'^T'f.^^ Department, the Department of Health 
Education and Welfare, and brought some reorganization that 
Zfl "^"^"-^ ^' the Departn'enf u^Ter contro 

rfhtSr^^lZ^ welfare.eliminatin^a'Ll 

thfs^^^^^^^^ 

rom the standpoint of results obtained insofar as The taxpayers of . 
this Nation were concerned and insofar as the advancement of the 

^8' 



Fiurposes of the HEW Department-progress is a word which de^ 
scnbea Joe Caiifano. 

■ ^^'"'^ '® " n^istake*to see thfijiwst administrator 

in t ie Carter government today resign and leW this Government 
„ ,, '\ ? ^ ir?''^ ''^ American people and I think it is 
all uncalled for to loqe the caliber of an individual Ifke Joe Caiifano 
who has done such an outstanding jo6 in the Department of HEW' 
I i °^ departments of Government where Joe Caiifano 

had brought in some of the best personnel, some of the best talent 
in the Nation, to take charge of the variovis agencies within HEW 
1 regress was being made. To see this Department splinter, the 
Department which handles a greater amount of money than any 
other department in the Government, means that much of the good 
, that he has brought about will go down the drain because adminis- 
trators of the caliber of Joe Caiifano are few and far between. 
Ihere fire only a few of them irrthe United States, in my jucfc- 
ment. , j j t> 

Another thing that I want to say inhat you do not find men 
who wil work 8 hours a day like Joe Caiifano. Some people work 
by the clock take time out' to do this thing and that thing, but this 
day will^go down in history as a great loss to Amei ica. 

Mr Ford. I wish to thank the chairman and associate myself 
with his remarks. ' ' 

[ would like to recognize the gentleman from New York at this 
point. . ' 

Mr. Weiss. Mr. Chairman/ 1, too, want to indicate what a tremen- 
dous contribution .Secretary Cafifano has made not to just rtiis 
committee and Congiess. but to all those in America who have 
reason to be concerned with the Btate of our Nation a^d its educa- 
tional, social welfare, health and well-being. 
My term heie really coincides with his as Secretary. I think it is 
V" fu-^ '"^ ^^"^ course- of thf; past 2V^ years, the most 

not_eworthy achievements and movements forward of this countiy 
and administration have come from the Secretary and,the Denart- 
. ment. While it is true that the President has the righ/ to have his 
own people and to make whatever changes he feels appropmnte I 
do feel that accenting Mr. Califano's resignation is a very ve'ry 
major error. We hope it will not in fact give greater encourage- 
to those who have been attacking the social welfare and 
eaucationnl progress of this Nation. 
Mr. Ford. I recognize the gentleman from New York. 
Mr IKYSER. Mr. Chairman, I want to apologize for being a few 
minutes late. I do want to take this occasion, though, to speak of 
he Secretary whose resignation I understand has been accepted by " 
the r resideul. Obviously the President is at complete freedom as to 
.who should be serving on-his Cabinet. I do feel in many areas, not 
mat education, which we are representing here, but also in the 
broader scopes ol HEW, that we are losing a very good and very ' 
responsiv^MTian in Secretary Caiifano. . 

I have had personaJ experience with him in working jvith him in 
New York, where he came to survey some of the proW&is we were 
confronting there, and- he has showed over the years a tremendous 
awareness oi the problems of the people and a trfemendouj, concern 



of acting and doing the things tlmt^ were aimJd at helping those 

problems. ^ . . . , i. 

' I am unhappy at this decision. Nevertheless, it is obviously the 
President's rignt and I just want to be on the record as saying that 
I think the Secretary has proved to bo outstanding in his work, he 
^as been responsive to us on the comipittee here and has been very 
responsive to the people throutfhout this country, and I appreciate 
the chairman yielainp to rfxe this iuxip. 

Mr. Ford. I recognize the gentleman from Connecticut 

Mr. Ratchfohd. If in fact the resigiiation has been acceptt^, it is 
my opinion the' wrong shoe has fallen. Certainly it is' apparent in 
Washington that some changes wefe needed in the Cabinet. But in 
my judgment, if Secretary Califaho is' to be a victim of this deci- 
sion, it Is a decision that i& a mistake. . 

We need an administrator in this position who is tough, a person 
who knows how to deal with Congress, and someone committed to 
right and justice. We have this in Secretary Califano, 

I know something aboat this Department because one of its first 
Secretaries was Senator Ribicoff of Connecticut. While we look 
with pride at the fact h^ was one of the first Secretaries appointed, 
I would say without equivocation that one of the best administra- 
tors we have had, notwithsU^ndinR Ribicoff, waij Joe Califano. He 
was not afraid to makes decisions, anl^ perli^ps that is why he is not 

with us today ' * i . 

So I say to Joe.C^etlifaJ^o, ''I wish you were sitting at the witness 
table th\^ morning/' » 

Mr. Thompson. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Ratchford. Be happy to. 

*Mr. Thompson. \ would like to associate myself with his remarks 
and say Chairman Perkins pointed out that Secretary Calilaiio has 
brought with him persons of great talent, and I would hope that 
they remain. Thfe person who replaces Secretary Califaho will need 
all the help and skills pofssible. Thdse skills are here. 

I came here durin^xhe incumbency of the first Secretary^^of 
HEW, Mrs. Hobby, imhough she was a very nice lady, there was 
' not an awful lot of regret when she packed up her emeralds ^nd 
went back to Texas, and believe me that was quite a package. 

I have had only on6 disagreement with Mr. Califano. I am foolish 
and I smoke, I had breakfast with him several times and he would 
not let me smoke in his presence. After breakfast I stood ^n the 
door and blew a puff or two in and said, *Goodby." 

I want .to help the President; I hope this is not an indication of 
the kind of action which will be taken after the President impor- 
tuned all of us to help him. I jugt hope this is not demonstrative of 
the total reasoning he is applying to the resignations which are 
available to him. 

Thank you for yielding, ^ \ 

Mr. Ford. I recognize the gentleman from New York. 

Mr, BiAGOi. Mr. Chairman, Secretary Califafno assumed the post 
^ of Secretary of HEW at great personal arid financial sacrifice. 
Some of us questioned his wisdom at the time. Whatever the moti- 
vation was, the beneficiaries were the people of our countrv. We 
have worked very closely with the Secretary and he has clearly 
demonstrated he has the courage, the intellect, compassion, and 

to. 
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commitment to deal, with HEW and all of its problems. He made 
substantial procress. Ht^ brought with him pedple of great talent^ 
trmd to unravel what seemed to be the most insoluble of problems 
and admmistrative difficulties. What he in fact did was to defuse 
some of the crit.es of HEW., because he had confidence in , his 
determination. HEW h^s been a prefty popular scapegoat over the 
years but because of the Secretary's commitment and deteimina- 
' tion, the critics were somewhat subdued. 

I do not know who the successor will, be. but~and I am not so 
sure that whosoever the successor will be, that tjiey will be equal 
to the capacity and abihty of SecreUry Califaiio 

I share the view of some who said Secretary Califano waB the 
best Secretary HEW ever had. and I regi-et deeply that he hqs 
icsigned. For a host of reasons I think the adihimstration has lost 
in his departure. The Seoretary may have gained in his departure 
because I have always .questioned his judgment, I have tolcf him so 
NU the original decision. But if you reiuew his history, you will noil' 
tnat he has made substantial contribul^ions. He was "the architect of 
much progressive legislation. He knew HEW .like no one did He 
was on the road to correct many of the problems. His cooperation 
vvilh tins committee and with this member was probably the best 
thM I have witfT^ssed and I have enjoyed. I hope that spirit of 
cooperatipn continues with his successor, and I share the gentle- 
man from New Jei-soy, Mr. Thompson's concern-and hope that the 
successor w.l retain the talent that Secretary Califant) had aboard ' 
because in the end we all have a mutual interest and concern' 
Secretaries come and go, but I think Secretary Calilano's mark and 
. presence will.be somewhat endurihg. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ml''. Ford. The gentleman from Iowa. 
, ^^r^/^y^'^- ^^'^ Chairman, there is no question but that Secr^ 
tary Califano was an individual of confidence and experience whb 
had the integrity to call them as he jsaw them." Perhaps those 
were qualities which triggered his resignatibn this morning 

As this committee proceeds throygh the pr^w^ss, the Secretary is 
S gone; we have no Secretary; the Commissioner's position is vacant " 
Under thosfc circumstances, it is clear that we are going to have to 
seek special kinds of assistance and dire^^ion from the administra- 
tion. However, I think there is no questfbn that this committee ig 

tZTJTm''u'' ^ith tiio administration, even under 

. tliQ- most difficult of circumstances. 

Mr. Ford. I thanK the members of the committee for your com- 
ments. 1 h^ve beeh maintaining as much composure as I can to • 
avoid showing my very deep disappointment as chairman of this 
subcommittee, m having to confront this change in oircumstances. 

1 have a very sej fish point ot view with the heavy responsibility 
we^iave in tins Congress for all of education. This rooni is fu of- 
people who were with us virtually every step of the way in the last 
«„nn^T.^;*' -'"^ Middle In6onfe SUid^^nt Aseis W Att 

suppose tha IS vO^en somebody decided Joe Califano was too dy^ 
namic for th,s position, ,beca-use he listened to people who had 
devoted their life trying to develop Federal aid to ' ecfucation as a 
pof, i ve force for nftproving.the quality of life for everybody in tliis 
country and improving the strcjigth of'^this country. It was tot easy 
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to convince oveVyone who had to be' convinced ^lat.laet year was 
the year thAt reouired action. It may continue to be difficult- to 
convince people tiiat the action .that is forthcommg is absolutely ^ 
eeeentiaL There is ho way we can .avoid our re8i>on8ibiIity, and we 
have Q deep responsibility to move wi^h djspatch, because the cIoc^c 
. is running out on us. . 

Mr, Rf^tchford .said it bVQt when he said that, ^xs the country 
waited to,, see the'" outcome 'X)f the extraordinary events, one was 
shocked this morning to find that the "wrong shoe dropped/' 
, I h^e m&ny friends on that Cabinet, and what I say is in no way 
in^denigr^ition of the performance of any of them individually' oi* 
the administration. But we on this committee hove an opportunity 
to see the work of the Secretary of HEW more regularly and 
closely under^ fire than any other cofpmittee, although there are a 
good number that shajre responsibility for the programs adminis- 
tered over tlwjre. * > ' ' 
' * It has been a ple&jsure to work with a Secretary who was persist- 
ent when he thought he yvas right in insisting that national pur- 
pose was what was really the important determination of what the 
decision should be. 

Joe Cnlifano has set forth in his tenure as Secretary of HEW a 
standard about what it means to be virtually a personification of 
the America^ dream of the young man who believiejs ii> his Govern- 
ment, believes in the political ^process, rises to la position of great 
power, then remembers at every stage of the operation that the 
purpose he had Iji, mind was to get that^power so he could use it for 
the good of the people. . 

He has been a strong advocate. The analysis of this action has 
already started in this morning's paper, where the Suggestion was 
made that this is the first evidence that we have reached the stage 
in our country where l>eing a stix)ng advbcate df principle is a 
liability in the seat of power of our Natioiy, There used to be a. 
saying when I fir^t came to Congi ess that was, I hopo, apocryphal. 
It was attributed to a former Speaker of the House, and went 'If 
you wajfit to feet along, go. along. i 

As a young person, I was cynical as to the way pplioy was made 
and ihe way government operated in our country. I have s^en 
examples during my 15 years here of people who really did not 
believe that, and I have come recently to believe that in fact that is 
the exception rather than the rule. 

I um sure the newspaper^ ar^ goii^K to continue alOng the vein as. 
stated in the Post that bemg nice, Bl^md, and tlnnoticed is really 
the way to get along. 

It would oe , unfortunate if important ppsitiorts such as that of 
. Secretary of HEW were occupied by people who were fearful of 
standing up to what the law says they nxust do just because it is 
unpopular. . 

The^y tell me some of our friends in North Carolina accuse the 
Secretary of acting under a coujrt order and under the laws of this 
country. He has hod to make some hard decisions Which ^ate- ex- 
tremely unpopular in that part of the country.- Other" people who 
do not like his b(>ing outspoken mentioned the use oi the legal 
warnings ifyou will, .that we print on every package of cigarettes, 
that cigarette smoking may be harmful to your health. He has not 
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goy.en me 6ff tho pipe vtit, but*ho t rios. It has not ofT^ded me that 
he and 1 disagree on this iss<ie, at least not to the extent it would 
a/fcct my ability to recogni5fe that Califano is o(ve of those people 
who believe when y%\ put yoOr hand up and take an oath, that the 
oath moans just what it says that you will support the Constitu^ 
\ tion 01 the United States and execute the laws of this country to • 
the best of yoijr ability. He has some tough laws to administer over 
there. \ 

As chairman, ofAhis subcommittee, I have been in a very bfid 
state all morning trying to \ob\ ahead to tho next year and-figure • 
put hoAjv we put back together all the hard work that. he has don- 

• and remembering that there has been a lot of hard work tl-i< 
revolved ,a;-oun(j the very strong personality of the Secrotary ' 
haa insiMed even under tlie greatest pf presauroB from all direui. ' 
in OKhau^ting the opinions of all who might have an opinion ; 
wfeigh that opinion in the balance ^nd determine what the outcom. 

, qt policy would be. 

, _ Joe Califano has never indicated that he let policy be made by 
computers or by pollsters. HEW may look to this oxporionce anil 
^. decide that the way to make a decision is to hire a pollster and 
have somebody to /tumage and look good, but not do anything to 
rock th« boat. • P 

HEW was an ftgenc3{|j**^re the boat would be rocked as ofton^ as 
. necessary to keop thefgcial conscience of this Nation awake It is 
the biggest agency for social change of- any agency in tho Federal 
(jroverjamenl. , ' • 

There ivS nobody in this room who has not had occasion to be 
« rpritated with the activities which emanate from the office of the 
becretary of HEW, because that ia ultimately the signature 'that 
goes on products that tell people things that are sometimes diffi- 

• cult (or them to accept. I am one of those who has been very very 
critical and outspokoQ in disagifoing wheji I disagreed. " ' 

It is extremely im^iortant that tho American people understand 
It IS not d questipn of barobonos efficiency and who Offends a 
particular southern Governor or a particular minister with respect 
to hovv a governments is run.rit is whether we believe the Govern- 
ment IS run. lor the good of all people and whether or not you can 
stick your neck Out .and survive in the system. 

We do not wjmt a n^pe, easygoing center of Government where 
nobody ever maizes anyone uneasy and only the mediocre gradually 

" Tu^l -M^P ""^ ^'"^ ^o^^^^ly unable to make decisions 

that will ever jmiake change in this country. 

The changty that we have seen, for good or bad, but change, 
neverthel(?ss, has come about in this country because people were 
willing to be diflerent, different in the sense they still believed . 
what we were talking about n few years ago when we were passing- 
these laws, -lo some people thti^t is different. Some people have not 
yet caught up with what we were trying to do 10, 15 or 20 years 
. ago m this country, - 

While it is still difficuH for us, there haye to be people who are 
willing to take the risk that will bring about change, because a 
country as large aS ours that cannot change cannot live 
' . ^ Biaggi suggested, there are many of us with fine memo- 
ries ol being taugJit by Joe Califano of how the process wOrks in 
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tl)i8 city when we were young Members here, and he .was sitting in 
the room advocating the p<5h^8 of the administratioYi for wliich he 
was working. 

He is a hard-working, hard-selUng pei^on who helped put on the 
books most of the great social progress made in this country in the 
last year and a half. ' . » x • . 

As MarioiJiaggi said, many of us wo^jdor \yhy having worked BO 
hard in this/plaQe hefore, why after reaching financial and profes- 
sional recoghition, he would give that up to come back and sex-ve 
again. He literally moved *back into a v^ar that he could have " 
evermore survived- as an honorably dischsoTKod veteran for the 
balan<::e of His time and continued to accumulate personal, wealth * 
and recognition. Wo asked, why does ^^e want to come back and get 
into this q11 over ag^in? ' 

1 am happy the members of my committee have expressed them- 
selves as they have. I am hap^^y to associate myself with their 
remarks, and I will pledge we will do the best we can to follow up 
on pledges we made to. Joe CaliCano, 

I recognize the rankiiig minority member of the committee. 

Mr- Buchanan. I would like to associate myself strongly with 
YOur remarks. « 

My father. was a Bapti&t minister. He taught me from the time 1 
Vas quite snidl that a man, te be a man, must have the courage of 
his convictions.- He imbued in me something that 1 feel is typified 
by S<5crotary Califano, and that is, it is beJLt^r to be a private 
citizen than to hold a J^osition of public responsibility and fail to do 
something which one believes to be right, or fail to speak when his 
conscience tells him to speak. 

To^^peak fearlessly for something in or out of a« administration 
^ is the most desirable quality of a public sei-vant. I have admired, 
the Secretary's high, ability, his energy, and his fearlessness in 
standing for what he bt^lieved to be right. I hope we will have the 
continued benefit of such qualities in this Government. 
^ Mr. Chairman; as one of the 'meiiibers of the Republican Party 
most supportive of this President—and I think that is unchallenge- 
abllf^n Ih^ record— I have found in my experience that, when I 
start casting about to determine who is responsible with what is 
wroiig with the Representative of the Sixth Congressional District ' 
of Alabama I can look this way and that, but I come to the 
conclusion that the Representative of the Sixth District of Alabama 
has final and personal re&ponsibility for whatever may be wrong 
with the way he is fulfilling his responsibilities in that office. 

I am sure that applies to moi"^ places than in my own little 
congressional office. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Bailey. ' • ■ 

Mr. Baulky. I have no comment, 

Mr, FOKD- Thank you. 

We would like to hear from Mr, Bohen. If you would, you may 
proceed through the recommendations. You can see by the turnout 
here this morning, these recomm^nda^tions have been high on 
everybody's list of expectations. We would hope you can touch on 
whpt you perceive to be the most important changes in the pro- 
grams you envision so we can talk more about what they are and 
how we can go about it legislatively rather than perhaps arguing 
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over siwcific language at this poiiit. We wil! have plenty of time to 
do- that later. 

We aKa anxious to hear what the initiatives are in this proposal 
you consider most important. 

STATKMKNT OF FRKD BOHKN. A^SlSTAf^T SECKETAKY FOR* 

mana(;ement and buocjet. depauitvient of health edu- 

CATH)N. AND WELFARE. ACCOMPANIED BY DICK WARDEN. 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGISLATION 

• Mr. BoHBN. Mr. Chaiunan. rny friend of many v^ars, Frank 
Ihonipson. wlxo has lea the hearihg loorn, and othcff members of 
this bubcommUtee on PostsecondaiV Education, I am honored as 
you might imagine, to the d.eepst depths of mv soul, tb come h'eie 
. this morning at the Secretary s request to present the administra- 
tion g proposals for the reauthorization of these programs. 
. These are the administration's proposals, Mr. Chairman, but I 
will tell you the testimony I will read and summarize is Secretary 
Oahlano s testimony. Like everything else he did in his 30\nonlh8 
a^becretarv. he put his own personal hand and time to the conaid- 
e/rition of the issues underlying these proposals, from the modifica- 
tion of the proposals themselves to his own sense of their fairness 
and administrative feasibility. As late as 5 o'clock yesterday after- 
noon, he was pei-sonally working with r^o on the editing of this 
testimony. You will find some of hjs flourishes recognizable as very 
much his personal stamp in this draft. S6 I think whatever summa- 
rizing I do, I want the record to carry this testimony in full and 
carry it as Secretary Califano's> 

.Mr. Fono. Without objection the testimony presented by Secre- 
tary Cahfano to the committee will be inserted in full' in the 
record, and you may proceed. 
[The prepared tes'timony of Mr. Califafio follows:] 
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I^iErAiiEn Testimony of J Ion. Joseph A. Caufano, Ju /^KX^ncrAnY, 

FAnK 



Dkpautmknt of Mka\,th, Kni/CATiON, AND Welf 
.N AND Me 

SEC(^NOARY Education 



Mr- C^irman and Members of the Sudcommittee On Pqst^ 

\ 



I AM PLeASED to HERE TODAY TO PRESENT THE 

Administration's proposals for the reauthorization of 
postsecondary education programs- 

4 * 

You AND YOUR SUBCOMMITTEE^ Mr- CHAIf^HAry\ HAVE EXERCISED 
extraordinary leadership MOVING OUR rJATlON TOWARD AN 

INSPIRING .GOAL TO GIVE EACH AmER I CAN S T UDENT ALL THE 

education that he or she needs to develop their talents to 
the fullest' i am here to reaffirm that goal and to advance 
proposals that will improve^ streamline^ and make more 
equitable the programs that you have put in place " 
programs that realize this uf/lquely american ideal- 

Our proposals have benefitted greatly from the debates 
this subcomm! t«tee set in motion- you askedthe higher 
education community to present recommendations on how to 

4 

IMPROVE OUR PROGRAMS' YoUR OVERSIGHT HEARINGS ON THESE ^ 

PROPOSALS, COMBINED WITH HEW S REGIONAL HEARINGS^ SHAPED THE 

ENSUING DIALOGUE BETWEEN THE CONGRESS, THE AdM I N I S T RAT I 0<< 
'I 

AND THE POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMUNITY* 
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As we CONFRONT THE DIFFICUUT TECHNICAL ISSUES RAISED OY 
T?riS LEGISLATION. Mft. GhairmaN, WE MUST NOT LOSE SIGHT. QF. 
ITS ULTIMATE OBJECTIVE TUq THE IDEALS THAT UNDERLIE Th^T OB- 
JECTIVE- There continues to oe a strong consensus in this ^ 
cou-ntry: 

0 That a qualjty education i s a nationaH birthright for 
ALL Americans; 

0 That this right is without^ R^GAf^o to j^ace, rHigion/ 
or financial status; 
.0 "That an epuqated electorate is the most effective* 

MEANS OF assuring A SOUND AND RtSPONSlVE GOVERNMENT; 
AND V*-^ >■ 

0 That America's young people are our most precious 
national resource- - . < 

We ARE FAST APPROACHING A TIME OF GREAT CRISIS IN 

' American education- the number of students'^in the 18 to 24 

AGE GROUP WILL DECLINE SIGNIFICANTLY OVER. THE NEXT DECADE- 

The cost of education is rising dramatically. The ability 

OF THE AVERAGE AMERICAN FAMILY TO MEET THESE cOSTS IS 

becoming increasingly difficult- The doors of many colleges 

AND universities WILL CLOSE IN THE COMING YEARS BECAUSE OF 
this DEMOGRAPHIC AND FINANCIAL SITUAT-ION- 1n THESE 
CIRCUMSTANCES, WE CANNOT AFFORD TO WASTE A SINGLE FEDERAL 
DOLLAR ON AN INEFFICIENT EDUCATION PROGRAM- 
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WiLLtAM PenN said THAT "(JoOD INSTRUCTION IS ftClTTER THAN 

RICHES'" Today, careful management op Fgperal R^bnES is a 

CRUCIAL FACTOR IN ASSURING GOOD INSTRUCTION FO-R ALL > 
AmERJ CANS' 
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The prop.osals I put forti^ today will vastly jmprove the 

V * 

MANAGEMENT OF OUR DIVERSE FedERAL E DU CAT I ON PROGRAMS : 

We recommend a total overhaul of the student|loan 

SYSTEM- 

We PROPqse mechanisms to tighten administration, 

CONTROL COSTS, AND CUT. FRAUD AND ABUSE !N STUDENT 
AID' 

We SUGGEST MEASURES TQ STREAMLIJ^E OUR PROGRAMS AND 
REDUCE THE I R "PAPERWORK REQUIREMENTS- 
— We RECOMMEND GUIDELINES TO ASSURE THAT EVERY STUDENT 
HAS A FAIR CHANCE TO RECEIVE FEDERAL EDUCATION 

{ 

BENEFITS. 

r 

We PROPOSE WAYS TO STRENGTHEN THE FEDERAL CONTRI^ 

BUTION TO^ DE'ilELOP ING COLLEGES- " ^ 

We RECOMMEND CHANGES TO ENHANCE, OUfe NATION's BASIC 

RESEARCH CAPABI LITY- 
* ► 

. In PARTNERSHIP WITH YOUR HARD'IfK) RK I NG SUBCOMMITTEE, 

Hrv Chairman, its counterpart in the Senate, ane^ the 
Appropriations Committees, the Admi r^t stration -has increased 
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SP6NDIn\4 POR EOUCATrON BY ^QX -- FRbM:$8"9 a.ILLlON IN 

'FY 1977 TO $12-3 billion in FY 1980- DuRiNG.Tne same 
* ' . - ■ . * 

PERIOD. Federal sp6noin« for- POSTsacoNDAR^ education has 

'iriCRfASGD 501 V PROM BILLION TO $5.1 PILLION- 

Us$^'ritA*N A YEAR AGO', TH E ' PR E S I DUNT SIGNED HISTORIC 
AMENDMENTS Hi ^THE ELEMENTARY AND* SECONDARY EduCATIOH AcT^ 
ThfeSE AMENDMENTS STRENGTHENHD TH^ ROLE OP THE FEDERAL 

Government in^rving the poor, the limited English 
speaking/and low-scoring students* 

During the same ceremony, the President also signed the 
Middle Income Student Assistance Act (MISAA) extending the 

BENEFITS OF FEDERAL St'uDENT ASSISTANCE TO MILLIONS OE 
MIDDLE-INCOME STUDENTS- 1. RECALL YOUR ELOQUENT REMARKS ON 
THAT OCCASION. Mr- ChaIRMAN- 

This year the president has proposed, and the House and 
Senate have passed, legislation to create a cabinet 
Department of Education- The enactment of this legislation 

WILL GREATLY IMPROVE THE FEDERAL GqvERNMENT's CAPACITY TO 

manage efficiently and responsibly- ' . 

President Carter has made an historic contribution to 
American education- .He has helped achieve the commitments 

MADE MORE THAN A DECADE AGO BY ANOTHER PRESIDENT COMMITTED 
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TO eOUAL Oef>Of^TUNITY AND £ XC 6 LLE NC E , I N E DUC AT I ON , Ly N DON 

;>)OHNSO?r'^ ThE^RESULTS \h eOUCATIONAU AREAS REFLECT^TMAT 

-e<JMMMITM:'tiT AND THE W(^RK OF^ J^^ I ^ COMMITTEE IN T>iE Qori^R^ESS- 

tl^J^f^^lTe LAST DECADE THE PERCj^TAGE OF THE MINORITY 

'COLLEGErAGE POPULATION ACTUALLY ENROLLED IN POSTS i^CON DARY. 

EDUCAT'lON HAS »^EARLY DOUBLED FROM 13%aX0 25X- 

" r / 

At A TIME WHEN IT I S F ASH I QNABLE TO QUESTION THE EFFEC- 
TIVENESS OF GOVERNMENT, THE3-E EXTRAORDINARY GAINS S^^eAk 
ELOQUENTLY OF OUR GOVERN/^IENT ' S TANGIBLE PROGRESS IN REALIZ" 

ING ONE OF America's most cherished ideals: that every 
student has access 'to all the education he or^ she can take- 

In the area of sIudent aid^ we have major recommend" 
^(ations to clarify the purpose. modify the terms^ and 

'restructure THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S 

two major student loan programs the -national direct 
Student Loan (NDSL) program, and the Guaranteed Student Loan 
(6SL) program- These ^re the largest. Federal s^'tudent loan 

PROGRAMS, with TOTAL LENDING IN FY 1979 OF ABOUT $3 BILLION; 
AND PROGRAM COSTS PRIMARILY FeD E R AL ' I NTE R ES T S UBS I D U S 

'AND DEFAULT PAYMENTS " NOW EXPECTED TO TOTAL $1-3 BILLION- 
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Your hearings and .our own experience havh ^'rovidgd 

'AMPLE EVID£NCE«Or THE SEVERAL CHRONIC PROBLEMS' WI TH THESlT 

Federal loan programs* These long-standing problems of 

UNCLEAR LOAN AVAILABILITY, ADMINISTRATIVE COMP L-frK I T Y,^- H I GH 

f 4 - 

D64^AULT RATES) UNE-VEN AND OVERLAPPlfiG PURPO^^S/^ AND HIGH 
COSTS TO THE TAXPAYER HAVE CONVJNCEJP US THAT MAJOR CHANGES 
IN XHESG tP^foGHTAMS ARE ^OW REQUIRED- . 

' ■ • .. ■ » 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I propose to - 

OUTLINE OUR PROPOSALS FOR LOAN REFORM, AND THEN TRY TO SET 
FORTH ThI reasons WHY WE BELIEVe'tIeY ARE SUPERIOR TO WHAT 
NOW IS IN PLACE AND WILL CORRECT THE LO N 6 "S T AND I N G WEAK^ 

ntsses that many observers have recognized- 

We recommend a complete overhaul of the campus-based 
NDSL PROGRAM- The Federal Government would' assume the re- 

S/ONSIBI LITY FOR THE FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT 
OF THE PROGRAM- ThE CAMPUS-DASED FINANCIAL AID OFFICER 
WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ASSESSING THE AVAILABLE FEDERAL. 

State, institutional and family resources, and for tailoring 

THE AID PACKAGING TO THE INDIVIDUAL NEEDS OF EACH STUDENT- 
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.The Basic Loa.n program would have the following >^ 

FEATUR6S: . ' _ 

0 Federal capital wquld be used to assure access to 
loans; 

0 All undergraduate and graduate students --.except, 
those attending graduate and professional schools in 
rye health professions, business, and law — ^would be. 
""■Eligible; 

0 Loans would be strictly limited to unmet need; 
0 Unmet need would be calculated by taking into account 

THE FAMILY CONTRIBUTION, SCALED TO AVAILABLE FAMILY. 

ificoMEj Federal. St^te, locai,. or institutional 

GRANtL- A^D a student SELf-HELP.CONTRlBUTION OF $700- 

Student financial aid officer^ would have discretion 

TO WAI^5 the SELF-H.ELP requirement IN UNUSUAL CIR- 

* cumstances- 

0 While most students would be'eligible. more than 85% 

OF Basic Loan funds would go to students from 
^ families with incomes less than $20,OOOj 
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Basic Loans would be subsidized by the Federal 

GOVGRNMENT At INTEREST LEVELS SUBSTANTIALLY BELOW THE 
MARKET RATE. T'HgY WOULD CARRY AN INTEREST RATE OF 

/I. OR THE Treasury bill rate minus IX, whichever is 
LESSt -Students would' pay no interest Iuile in 

SCHOOL AND until 4 MONTHS AFTER COMPLETION OF THEIR 
course of STUDY ; ' - 

LoXn amounts would be limited TO $3,750 ANNUALLY AND 
$.12,,S0'0 CUMULATIVELY FOR UNDERGRADUATES, AND $5,000 
ANNUALLY AND $25,000 IN THE AGGREGATE FOR BOTH UNDER- 
GRADUATE AND GRADUATE STUDY; 

We would CONTINUE T(J RELY UPON INSTITUTIONS AND THEIR 
SKILLED FINANCIAL AID OFFICERS""TO WORK OUT STUDENT 
AID PACKAGES^ INCLUDING THE LOAN COMPONENTS, DIRECTLY 
WITH STU&ENTS; THE FEDERAL boVERNMENT WOULD PROVIDE 
THE CAPITAL AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR LOAN COLLECTION; 

The terms for repayment by the student would be 
variable. 
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We recommend maintaining the basic dependence on privat^3 

capital, but. we recommend FlEDI RECT^I on TO ASSIST PARENTS ^ND 
STUDENTS TO MEET THE REQUIRED FAMILY COtlTRJ BU T I ON AND/OR THE 

proposed ^700 student self^'"help requirement- t)1 e s e -l i q u i d ^ 
ity loans ;would have the following features: 

0 They would be availaAle to all students, regardless 
OF family income, wi'th educational needs NOT met by 

OTHER SOURCES; 

0 We WOULD ESTABLISH THE INTEREST RATE FOR THESE 

LIQUIDITY LOANS AT THE TREASURY BILL RATE PLUS 12, AS 

CONTRASTED WITH THE 7% RATE FOR THE BaSIC LoANS) 

0 Lenders would receive a special allowance -of 2*5% 
TO KEEP Supplemental Loans cx)MrEnTivE wit-h 

OTHER BANKING INVESTMENTS- 

0 We would not forgive interest, as under the current 
6SL WHILE students are in school- Instead, the 

AMOUNT OF THE LOAN REQUEST WOULD BE INCREASED AT THE 
OUTSfET TO COVER THE STUDENT's TnTEREST PAYMENTS FOR 

the in-schoal period* 
0 Capital for the Supplemental Loan program would be 
provided by the prjvate sector, with loans being 

INSURED BY StATE GUARANTEE AGENCIES AND THE FEDERAL 

Government, as in the current GSL program- 
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0 Loan amounts woitld be limited in two ways:, first, 

STUDENTS could NOT ^RROW MORE THAN THEIR COST OF 
education minus ANY FEDERAL, StaTE, 0 R tNS 1,1 TUT I OUAL' 
ASSISTANCE;, AND'^ SECOND. LOAN MAXIMUMS WOULD DE SET; 

/o The AMOUNT borrowed under THE SupiJ'lemental Loan 

PR0GRAM^WHE^< COMBINED WITH ANY AMOUNT BORROWED UNDER 

THE Basic Loan., could not at any tijie exceed $20.00Cf 

FOR undergraduates AND $^10,000 FOR BOTH UNDE^ADUATE 

and graduate studies; 
In 1972, Congress chartered a specialized, for-profit, 

PRIVATELY-MANAGED F I NANC I AL. I NST I TUT I ON ■ THAT BECAME KNOWN AS " 

"Sallie Mae." This institutipn was designed to pI^ovide a 

SECONDARY MARKET FOR STUDENT LOANS ORIGINATED BY COMI^IERCIAL 
BANKS, AND TO ATTRACT AND EXPAND PRIVATE CAPITAL FOR THE 
UNDERWRITING OF STUDENT LOANS- 

The ORIGINAL "Sallie Mae" concept was valuable and well 

WORTH A TRIAL RUN- AfTER NEARLY FIVE YEARS EXPERIENCE, 
HOWEVER, ALL AVAILABLE EVIDENCE SUGGESTS TO US, AND TO 
OTHERS WHO HAVE STUDIED IT CLOSELY, THAT THE SERVICES AND 
BENEFITS PROVIDED BY SaLLIE MaE ARE NOT WORTH THE PUBLIC 
COSTS. 

-10- • 
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For example, instead of attracting private capi'tal, 
Sallie Mae has become 9^2 dependent on access to capital 
FROM THT Federal Financing Bank- ^ It, then, lends this 

MONEY To COMMERCIAL BANKS, AT A GRH AT E R. ' I N TE R ES T RATE THAN IT 

pAYS*'To THE Bank- Sallie >1ae has not us^d Its PrtiviLEOECi 

POSITION T^ STIMULATE TH^ AYA T LA3 I L I T Y OF STUDENT LJ)AN 
RESOURCES THROUGHOUT T>^ E ,.COU N T RY IN SMALL AND MEDIUM SIZED 
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS- RaTHER', IT HAS P UR 3 U ED *POL I C I E S 
THAT CONCENTRATE I^S RELATIONSHIP WITH THE BIGGEST, 
STRONGEST BANKS IN A RELATIVELY SMALL NUMBER OF MAJOR ' 
cities; POLICIES THAT, MAXIMIZE ITS PROFITS AND EASE ITS 
ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN- 

In SHORT, THIS PROFITABLE, P R I VAT E LY'CON TROL LE D^AN D ^ 
MANAGED'^ENTERPRISE, WHOSE'CHltF EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECEIVES 
AN ANNUAL SALARY OF $ 1 30 , OOQ,, |f S KEPT AFLOAT WITH FeDERAIT 

Government guarantees and subsidies- After careful study, 

WE RECOMMEND AN ORDERLY TERMINATION OF THE "SaLLIE Mae'' 

EXPfRlMENT- \ _ . 

/ 

To SUBSTirUTE FOR "SalLIE HaE," WE SEEK AU THOR 1 T Y FROM 

THE Congress to create a new financial agency to manage the- 
PROPOSEO Basic Loan program, an'd to provide the needed sec*- 

ONDARY market FOR THE PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL LoAN PROGRAM- 

-11- 
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The new educational fmnancing aqency would structured 

ALONG THE LINES OF "GlNNY Ma e' IN THE DEPARTMENT OF HouSING 

AND Urban Development, with a president appointed by'the 
Secretary, compensated in accordance with government pay 

SCAt.ES, AND obligated TO MAXIMIZE THE PUBLIC INTEREST RATHER 
THAN PRIVATE PROFITABILITY- 

r 

h 

WITH CuftRFNT PROri£AflS.t> 

.1 WANT TO UNDERSCORE THE MAIN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TfjESE 
PROPOSALS AND THE CURRENT PROGRAMS. AND OUR REASONS FOR 
•''recommending CHANGES- ^ 

dOM^-^Xim^MI^ AlDED UwDFR -^ i New Pro^rj^^^ 

0 Under the Basic Loan Program. 35Z more students — 

1-2 MILLION -,- WILL ^E AIDED IN 1981, THAN IN 1980 
UNDER NDSL. ^hjE AVERAGE LOAN WJ LL INCREASE TO $720 J 
AND. AS THE PROGRAM IS PHASED IN. WE CAN EXPECT THAT 
LOAN AVERAGES W I Ll\o N T I rjU E TO INCREASE- 



■12- 



C { 



r 



22 



The Supplemental GSL Loan Program will serve FewEn 

STUDENTS, AND THE SIZE OF THE AVERAGE LOAN WILL DE-- 
CREASE FROM $2000 TO S1600* MoST STUDENTS WILL HAVE 
THEIR EDUCATI ONAl' COSTS MET THROUGH THE GRANTS, 

self-help^ and b^ic loans, needing supplemental 
Loans only to meet^ liquidity needs- ^ 
By 1983, 2-7 million students will receive loans 
under 'the new programs an increase of 500,000 frq/1 

CURRENT LEVELS- ThESE REVISED PROGRAMS WILL ENSURE 

that every student who weeds a loan will be^ able to ' 
obtain one- 

Loan Availariity and Consi derations qp Equa l 

TrEATMENT> AN D FaIRNESS 

Our BasTc Loan 'Proposal will assure that any student 
WHO needs additional funds to obtain a postsecondary 

EDUCATION WILL BE ABLE TO RECEIVE A LOAN* Th I S 
PROGRAM WILL BE MODELED ON THE SUCCESSFUL CONCEPT OF 

THE Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program,- 

WHICH USES A national SYSTEM TO DISTRIBUTE AVAILABLE 
FUNDS FAIRLY TO ELIGIBLE STUDENTS^ REGARDLESS OF 
WHERE THEY L 1 V.E OR GO TO SCHOOL- ■ 
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The Current fJDSL program has. clearly not achieve: 6 .the 
goal of equitable distribution of funds- Despite the 

INFUSION OF $^1-5 BILLION IN FEDERAL CAPITAL OVER '20 

YEARS, 2700 OF THE nation's 6000 po^tsecondary 

INSTITUTIONS NOW PARTICIPATING IN THE BaSIC GranT 
program are EITHER qNABLE OR UNWILLING TO MEET THE 

NDSL MATCHING REQUIREMENTS, OR TO SERVICE AND ■ 
COLLECT LOANS, AS REQUIRED- StUDENTS ATTENDING THESE 
SCHOOLS, THEREFORE, ARE NOT ABLE TO OBTAIN 'THE LOW- 
COST LOANS- 

\ 

'FuRTHtRMORE, UNDER THE CURRENT NDSL StATE ALLOCATION 
FORMULA, STUDENTS IN THE SAME C I RCU^r3 T ANC E S ARE 
TREATED DIFFERENTLY- ThE FORMULA DOES NOT DlST,RIBUTE' 
LOAN FUNDS ACCORDING TO ACTUAL StATE LQAN NEEDS; AND 
ALLOCATIONS TO INSTITUTIONS WITHIN StaTES ALSO RAISE 
ISSUES OF EQUITY* 

Because of the inadequacies 0F^^lDSL, many needy 

STUDENTS HAVE TRIED TO TURN TO 6S L- BuT PRIVATE 
LENDERS IN THE GSL PROGRAM FREQUENTLY HAVE NOT SERVED ' 
THE POOR, minorities/ AND WOMEN STUDENTS FAIRLY^ PRE-^=, 
FERRING TO DEAL WITH THOSE* STUDENTS WHOSE FAMTLIES 
HAVE ESTABLISHED BANKI"nG RELATIONSHIPS- 
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The current iNieREsr rate of 31 for NDSL loans was 



SETj;* It is hopelessly out-of-date and e^" 

CE6DINGLY COSTLY TO THE TAXPAYER IN AN ERA WHEN RATES 
FOR LONG-TERM M0RT6AGES*'EXC£ED 101; AND THE MARKET 
RATE OF INTEREST FOR UNSECURED PERSONAL LOANS RANGES 
FROM 12 TO 152' 

In lt^mt of changed ec.onomic conditions, we propose 

AN INTEREST RATE OF 71 (qR IX BELOW THE TREASURY BILL 
RATE> WHICHEVER 1$ pOW E R ) FOR THE BaSIC LoaN A 
,RATE STILL SEVERAL POINTS BELO*W THE CURRENT RATE 
FOR COMMERCIAL LOANS OR HOME MORTGAGES- 



Our Basic Loan proposal will Federalize loan servic- 
ing AND collections. UNIVERSITIES ARE NOT. BY TEM^ 
PER|\MENT OR BY ORGANIZATION EQUIPPED TO ACT AS BILL 
COLLECTORS AND THEY SHOULD NOT BE ASKED TO DIVERT 
PpECIOUS RESOURCES TO SUCH EFFORTS- 

• For many years, both bSL and NDSL have been attacked 

BY CRITICS in the CONGRESS AN& ELSEWHERE FOR THEIR 
HIGH DEFAULT RATES AND POOR COLLECTION EFFORTS- 
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Recently, I set in motion n^w efforts and procedures 

TO DEAL WITH THESE PROBLEM^ IN BOTH PROGRAMS* In THE 
QOVERNMENT-^MANAGED GSL PROGRAM, WE HAVE COLLECTED 
MORE DEFAULTED LOANS DURING. THE FIRST 9 MONTHS OF . 
THIS FISCAL YEAR THAN THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE 2 PREV" 
lOUS YEARS COMBINED — $30.5 MILLION, WHICH AMOUNTS TO 
38% OF THE TOTAL $80 MILLION COLLECTED ON DEFAULTED 
LOANS SINCE THE PROGRAM BEGAN IN 1955- OvER THIS 
SAME PERIOD. THE NUMBER OF DEFAULTERS WAS REDUCED 
FROM NEARLY '^OO^OOO TO 237,000- BaSED on THESE 
STATISTICS, THE BACKLOG OF DEFAULTED LOANS IN THE GSL 
PROGRAM SHOULD BE ELIMINATED WITHIN THE NEXT 18 
MONTHS- 

i 

The i^STORY with regard to NDSL is a 'Sj^arp contrasV- 
Despite several actions we took in FY 1978 to assist 
postsecondary institutions in improving the 
administration of the NDSL program. I regret to re^ 
port that defaults uj^der that program continue to 
rise* Between June 50, 1977, and'^une 30, 1978, the 

latest PERlOp for WHICH FIGURES ARE AVAILABLE, NDSL 
STUDENT DEFAULTS ROSE FROM 713,000 TO MORE THAN 
841.000, AND THE AMOUNT OF MONEY IN DEFAULT ROS& TO 
MORE THAN $700 MILLION. 

-16- 
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We CANNOT PERMIT OEPAULTS IN THIS PROGRAM TO CONTINUE 
INCR'€ASING» !t IS, IN PART, FOR THIS REASON THAT WE AR^ 

PROi^osiNQ OUR Basic Loan program with the Rederal Government 

ASSUMING ADMI NrSTRAT I VE RESPONSIBILITY p'R THE PROGRAM- 

I 

^ 0 Sjmtijmi^^ 

pRQGBAtt 

The new Supplemental Loan Program will provide loans 
for students and for the first time pa^rents 'who 
want to spread the costs of postsecondary education 
over a longer period of time- x\w\% continues 
the focus of the current 6s l program which has" 
served this population more effectively than it has 
served the needy- 

0 CONTROIMNG THE CqItS QF FEDERAL LoAN SllT^<^Tn|F<i 

The NEW Supplemental Loans^ designed to meet family 

LIQUIDITY ^PROBLEMS OR TO SUBSTITUTE FOR THE REQUIRED 
WORK CONTRIBUTION THAT WE PROPOSE^ WILL BE PRICED 
ACCORDINGLY: THE INTEREST RATE WILL BE TREASURY BILL 
PLUS n STILL CHEAPER THAN THE MARKET RATE FOR 

PERSONAL LOANS — ANp IN'SCHOOL INTEREST COSTS WILL 
B& DEDUCTED FROM THE LOAN^ NOT FORGIVEN* 
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The terms of the present GSL, wcth rates of 7t and 

FORGIVENESS OF IN-SCHOOL INTEREST, ARg ACCEPTABLE^ FOR 
tlEED'-BASED LOANS, BUT CANNOT UE JUSTIFIED FOR LOANS OF 
^CONVENIENCE AT A TIME WHEN HOME MORTGAGES HAVE RATES 
OF MORE THAN 101 AND PERSONAL LOANS HAVE RATES OF 

iMl^OQLE-IHCOME STUDENTS, CURRENTLY PARTICIPATING IN 

6SL, wHo Have a "REMAiNiNG need'' for loans will 

CONTINUE t\reC5IVE SUBSTANTIAL INTEREST SUBSIDIES 
AND PAYMENT o\ I N'SCHOOL INTEREST UNDER THE BaSIC 

Loan program- 

To COMPLEMENT OUR STUDENT LOAN REFORM PROPOSALS WE ALSO 
RECOMMEND THE FOLLOWING TWO ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS DESIGNED 
TO IMPROVE THE METHOD FOR DETERMINING AID, TO SIMPLIFY THE 
APPLICATION. PROCESS. AND REDUCE PAPERWORK- 

We seek statutory authority to develop and implement 

A* SINGLE NtEDS ANALYSIS SYST.EM FOR ALL FEDERAL NEED- 
BASED STUDENT AID PROGRAMS^ DEVELOPED IN CLOSE CON- 
SULTATION WITH THE HiGHE'R jCouCATION COMMUNITY, THE 
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RESULTING NEEDS ANALYSIS SYSTEM 
LIKE TH& PRESENT FAMILY CONTRIBUTION SCHEDULE USED 
FOR THE BE064(^ PROGRAM WOULD BE SUBJECT TO 

Congressional review- ' 
At present, as you know,, two major methods are used 

TO calculate a family's expected CONTRIBUTION TO 
THEIR child's education: ^ 

THE Basic Grants family contribution schedule is 
USED FOR Federal BEOG Grants; 

-- THE Uniform Methodology is widely used for other 
> Federal campus-based aid programs, and by States 

AND institutions FOR THEIR OWN STUDENT AID 
PROGRAMS- 

Because these separate "needs analysis" systems 

YIELD a different EXPECTED FAMILY CONTRIBUTION 
FROM THE SAME FAMILY, STUDENTS AND FINANCIAL Al'D 
OFFICERS NOW MUST COPE WITH BOTH THE COMPLEXITY 
AND CONFUSION'^F TWO DISTINCT DETERMINATIONS OF 
• "need/ DEPENDING ON WHltH SCHEDULE IS USED- 

. ^ -17B 
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Our recommendation strives to bring together the 

PR^SSIONAL experience OF MORE THAN A DECADE Bg-- 
HIND ONE SYSTEM THAT WILL END THE COMPLEXITY AND 
CONFUSION OF PRESENT ARRANGEMENTS- 

X mPTIQN QF A .J_U£L£_A£f_ LlGATlON FoRM . wfTH t HF rO!iT!i 
BoRnrBY THLJifl^EJ^NMENT RaTHFR THAN 

THE Applicant 

Students, PARENTS, and institutions have also been 

PLAQUED BY COMPLEXITY AND CONFUSION RESULTING 
FROM THt MULTIPLE APPLICATION FO RM S ' R EQ U 1 RED 

TO OBTAIN Federal. State, and institutional aid- 

For the f^ast 2 1/2 years, have been woj^king on 
developing a single application FORM. We now have 

such ^ FORM READY FOR I M PLEMENTAT I oj) IN ACADEMIC YEAR 

1980-81. 

While the use of this single form for Federal 

PROGRAMS CLEARLY FALLS WITHIN THE SCOPE OF HEW S 
ADMIN ISTRAt/'^'E AUTHORITY, WE RECOMMEND THAT THE 

Congress ensure the continuation of the single form 
IN future years by mandating its use in the statute. 

~ 18 - 
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-This proposed RepORM is not, of course> inconsistent 

WITH CONTINUED UTlUiZATION AND PROCESSING 0F| TH I 5 
SINGLE APPLICATION FORM ON A DECENTRAL I ZED ^BAS I S BY 
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND INTERMEDIARY 
ORGANIZATIONS TO ENSURE CAREFUL INTEGRATION OF 
FAMILY, INSTITUTIONAL, AND OTHE R RE SOURC E S WITH 
AVAILABLE FeDERAL AID- . 



NOT THE APPLICANT BEAR THE COSTS OF PROCRSSING 

THIS LEGISLATIVELY MaK^ATED FORM- 

0 Adoption of a Frame work for Packaging_,Aiii 

We believe that packaging of student aid resources 
for an individual student is best handled at the 

institutional level, and STUDENT FINANCIAL A"! D 
OFFICERS MUST CONTINUE TO HAVE AUTHORITY TO 
EXERCISE DISCRETION IN THIS PROCESS* 

We FAVOR A NUMBER OF PROPOSALS TO CLARIFY THE TARGET 
POPULATION ELIGIBLE FOR STUDENT AID- 



We ALfiO RECOMMEND THAT THE FeDERAL GOVERNMENT - 
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AiJ^MDANCE Status , > 

We RECOM^^END retention of the current REQUIfTEMENT 

that a student must be enrolled in po s t s e conda ry 
education at least halp^tim^ to be eligible for 
Federal student aid- Students with at least this 
degree of commitment have the most need for student 

AID- 

Sta ndards of Academi c Prqgrfss 

The Administration proposes that a iTUDENT must suc- 
cessfully COMPLETE AT LEAST 50% OF THE COURSE LOAD 
UNDERTAKEN USING FEDERAL STUDENT AID DURING A GIVEN 
PERIOD OF ENROLLMENT (GENERALLY THE PRIOR ACADEMIC 
year) in order to be ELIGIBLE FOR FEDERAL AID IN A 
SUBSEQUENT PERIOD OF ENROLLMENT- Th I S REQUIREMENT 
WILL ASSURE THAT STUDENTS ARE PROCEEDII^G TOWARD THEIR 
DEGREE AT A SATISFACTORY RATE OF PROGRESS. ThE 
LEGISLATION SHOULD |>ERMIT WAIVER OF THIS REQUIREMENT 
FOR DEMONSTRATED HARDSH I P CIRCUMSTANCES- 

toliUTIQ N QF DEPFNOFNT StUDENT AND ndependen-^ 

Stu dent 

We want TO ENSURE THAT PARENTS CONTINUE TO ASSUME 
SOME RESPONSIBILITY FOR THEIR CHILDREN'S COLLEGE 
COSTS, THEREFORE, THE ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDS 
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teOISLATlON THAT TREATS ALL YOUNG ADULTS UNOeR THE 

AGE* OF 25 AS DEPHNDENT STUDENTS WHETHER CLAIMED 

ON THEIR -f>ARENT's INCOME TAX FORM OR NOT " - UNLESs^ 
t 

THESE STUDENTS ARE MARRIED OR HAVE DEPENDENTS OF 
THEI R OWN • 

Institutional Eliqiiilllii 

The Administration has searched for the most efficient anq 
least intrusive mechanisms to ensure that the institutions 

WHICH BENEFIT FROM FeDERAL STUDENT AID DOLLARS ARE IN FACT 
MEETING STUDENT NEEDS- 

0 AciI^JimiATIQN AND EUfilMUlI ^ 

Accreditation is one of several statutory require^ 

MENTS that an INSTITUTION MUST Cl|RRENTLY MEET TO 
ESTABLISH THRESHOLD ELIGIBILITY FOR HiGHER EDUCATION 

Act programs. The ^igher Education Act requires 
THE Commissioner of Education to publish a list of 

ACCREDI^TING AGENCIES DETERMINED TO BE RELIABLE 
AUTHORITIES ON THE QUALI TY OF EDUCATION OFFERED- 
ThESE agencies, in TURNy CERTIFY THE SCHOOLS- 

The Administration recommends that Congress sever the 

link between private ac cred i tat i on^^^d institutional*^' 

eligibility for federal programs encompassed in the 

Higher Education Act- - / . 

*^ 
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Federal reliance on private accreditation misleads 

PARENTS AND STUDENTS TO BELIEVE THAT THE FEDERAL 

Government vouches for the quality of any institu' 
tion receiving i^ederal funds- 

Federal regulation of private accreditation 

AGENCIES IS AN UNNECESSARY FeDERAL •. I NTRUS I ON INTO' 
THE EDUCATION COMMUNITY. It CAUSES NEEDLESS 
PAPERWORK FOR THE ACCREDITING AGENCIES. POST- 
SECONDARY INSTITUTIONS, AND THE GOVERNMENT- 

Private accrediting agencies v^ill be freed from 
Federal oversight and regulation and allowed to 
co^<centrate once again on their central mission of 
assessi'ng the quality of . education. . 

In lieu^of the current statutory requirement. 
Federal program managers will rejly more heavi-ly on 

PROCEDURES FOR StATE LICENSING OF INSTITUTIONS. 
AND WILL ENFORCE MORE CLOSELY EXISTING AND 

t 

PROPOSED REQUIREMENTS FOR ACCOUNTABILITY OF 

Federal funds by InstituthI^ns- 

- 22 - 
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ImjS£A11J1^ ,lNI:Q^TI.O;H..R.EaU,Iit£MXl 

We ask Congress to make the £xi$ting student informa*; 

tion requirements found in the law a prerequisite for 

INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY FQR STUPEnV AfD PROGRAMS- 

In addition, all institutions receiving this aid will 

HAVE TO provide INFORMATION ABOUT SERVICES AND 
FACILITIES FOR HANDICAPPED STUDENTS- ThOSE ' ^ 
INSTITUTIONS PREPAftlNt3 STUDENTS FOR EMPLOYMENT llS 

specific , fields ^ill have to provide placement data 
on recent graduates- 

Fraud and Ab use Pr evehtiqn 

We recommend establishing standards of admi n i strativ'^e 

AND fiscal responsibility AS A PRE'REQU I S I TE FOR 
INSTITuf lONAL ELIGIB'ILITY foR STUDENT AID FUNDS-- 

These standards include fair and equitable refund 
policies, institutional agreement to provide 
validation and record'kee p i ng support for* the student 
aid programs^ ^nd the reporting of drop-out rates ^ 
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Institutions. THAT meet Federal eligibility requirements" 

. SiHdULD HAVE AVAILABLE A RELIABLE SOURCE OP FUNDS TO MEET 
THE COSTS OF ADM I N I S f E R I NG FEDERAL STUDENT AID FUNDS- We 
PROPOSE LEGISLATIVE^INITIATrvES THAT WOULD PROVIDE RECIPIENT 
INSTITUTIONS TEN DOLLARS FOR EACH FEDERAL STUDENT A I-D 
RECIPI ENT- 

In CONTRAST TO THE IMPORTANT AND. -l^'oME -CAS E|,^ f'a ft" 
REACHING RECOMMENDATIONS WE HAVE MADE TO %0 RM FEpE^RAL LOAN 
PROGRAMS. WE PROPOSE TO MAINTAIN THE BA S I C S T RUCT 05^'^ OF THE 

Federal , Grant Assistance programs- Our recommendations. 

HOWEVER, WOULD STREAMLINE THEIR ADMINISTRATION. DISTRIBUTE 
FUNDS MORE EQUITABLY. AND ENCOURAGE ADDITIONAL StaT*E 
INVESTMENT IN STUDENT AID- We INTEND JO: 

0 Address the increasing costs bqrne by students by 

INCREASING THE ANNUAL / ND AGGREGATE MAXIMUM AWARDS IN 
THE SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT PROGRAM^ 

0 EsTAB-LiSH UNIFORM PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINING 

OFF-CAMPUS. LIVING COSTS IN THE CAMPUS-flASED PROGRAMS^ 
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0 MaIce life easier for student financial aid 
officers by streamlining administration at the 
institutional level* 
i 

0 Encourage greater^ State , investment in student ' 

AID BY increasing THE- StaTE MATCHING 
REQUIREMENTS IN THE StaTE StUDENT INCENTIVE GrANT 

Program- 

PRQGRAfIS THAI ASSIST SELECTED INSTITUTIONS TO MEET MAJOR 
NAj^IQllAL 

'ISeveral Titles of the 4^lG^^.^R Education Act convey 

AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE FEDERAL FUNDS TO ASSIST SELECTED 

iNsrfruTioNS to meet major national needs- 

In THIS SECTION OF MY TESTIMONY^ I WANT TO PRESENT THE 
ADMINISJRATION'S views and recommendations for THREE TiTLES 
HAVING THAT GENERAL PURPOSE: 

Title III: the Developing College Program; 

Title VII; Programs to Support Facilities' Needs in 

TTigher Education; and^ 
Title I: Higher Education and Community Service 
Activities 
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Im£UIlxJjUB£Jim£JllJlQUJttlL^^ 

PftesiDENT Carter's commitment to historically black 

COLLEQES. AND TO OTHER INSTITUTIONS THAT OFFER SPECIAL 
ACCESS TO THOSE WITH f^INANCIAL NEED. IS STRONG AND EN^URlNfl. 

In keeping with this commitment, we are proposing a 

ONE-QUARTER niLLION DOLLAR PROGRAM FOR DEVELOPING Co(^EGES 
MORE THAN DOUBLE THE .CURRENT A U THO r'i Z A T I ON LEVEL- 

Inspired dy the civil rights movement of the 1960's. 
Title 111. the "Developing Colleges" program, was 

ESTABLISHED TO HELP COLLEGES. PAR T I CULAR L Y TRA D 1 T I ONAL BLACK 
COLLEGES FULFILLING A VITAL NATIONAL NEED. JO IMPROVE THEIR 

acafxemic and financiat> standing- 

Unfortunately, neither the original legislation, nor'; 

SUBSEQUENT REAUTHORIZATION DEFINED EITHER A CLEAR PURPOSE OR 
A FOCUSED CLIENTELE FOR THIS PROGRAM. In RECENT YEARS. AS ' 
THE COMMITTEE IS AWARE. THERE MAS BEEN INCREASINGLY SHARP 
COMPETITION FOR THE LIMITED FUNDS AVAILABLE BETWEEN SUCH^ 
DISPARATE INSTITUTIONS AS PUBLIC, C OMMUN I T Y "B A S ED TWO YEAR \ 
COLLEGESJ PRIVATE, LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES; RELATIVELY NEW 
PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES SERVING LARGE PROPO RT I ONS ' OF 
DISADVANTAQeD STUDENTS, OFTEN IN URBAN AREAS; AND THE 
HISTORICALLY BLACK COtl-EGES AND UNIVERSITIES, GENERALLY 
PRIVATE IN CHARACTER, FOR WHICH, THE PROGRAM WAS INTENDED- 
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The Title 111 program has had OTneR problems and- 
WEAKNESSES^ Many recipient institutions have ogen receiving 

AID FOR MORE THAN A DECADE WITHOUT DEMONSTRABLY IMPROVING 
their financial VIABILITY. NOTHING IN THE CURRENT 
LEGISLATION ENCOUpAGES RECIPIENTS OP THE3E FUNDS TO 
IMPLEMENT LONQ-RAffoE PLANS WHICH WILL LEAD TO ECONOMIC • 
SELF^SUFKICI ENCY^ ThE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OfFICE HAS BEEN 

especially critical of this deficiency- 

Moreover, the existing law recognizes no concurrent 

RESPONSIBILITY ON THE PART 0^^ THE StaTES FOR UPGRADING * 
THROUGH CAREFULLY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT THE PUBLIC INSTITU- 
TIONS WHICH RECEIVE FUNDS UNDER THIS TiTLE- Th I S WEAKNESS 
PROVIDES A PARTIAL EXPLANATION FOR THEIR DEMONSTRABLE LACK 
OF PROGRESS IN MOVING AWAY FROM DEPENDENCE ON THE PROGRAM^ 
PARTICULARLY FOR BLACK PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS IN THE SoUTH- 

The Administration's recommendations will remedy these 
weaknesses- our proposals: ^ 

0 Ciarify the Purpose qf. TlxleUIJ. AND THL 
JLM^XLIilXJLimj^^ FO R Aa . S i STAri C E 

In LIEU OF THE GENERAL AND VA^JE PRESENT STATEMENT OF 
PURPOSE, WE BELIEVE TiTLE III SHOULD BE TARGETED fO 
INSTITUTIONS WITH STUDENT POPULATIONS THAT ARE 
DISPROPORTIONATELY NEEDY IN FINANCIAL TERMS, AND WITH 
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A NESD FOR FgDERAL ASSISTANCE TO ACHIgVg FINANCIAL 
STABILITY- We WOULD. IN 8 HO R T , RED I REC T THE TiTLE 
III PROGRAM TO ENSURE THAT ,T COMPLEMENTS THE MAJOR 

Federal commitment to need-based programs of student 
AID- We would also retain, and not liberalize, the 
current, statutory 2^1 SET aside for two-year 
colleges. 

The committee is familiar with tAe-iCes i dent's 
special interest in the well-being and progress of 

THE nation's, traditionally BLACK COLLEGE S- Th I S 

program [s central to these prospects. We intend ' 

THAT the resources DEVOTED TO IT MATC^..THE 

President's commitment, and the needs of other 

ELIGIBLE institutions THAT SERVE LARGE NUMBERS OF 
DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS- 
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0 iiDJlXi lgH/CHALL£N6e ,GftANT^.P.RQ QRAM TO ATTRACT ^TAJf 

AMD Private Re.3q urces tq the W^M.-I^ nNG qf I^EciptEfjT 

l.fj.SXl.LUIi^}.MA 

PROPOSE TO add TO THE ESTABLISHED TlTLE III 
PROGRAM A NEW INITIATIV^^ WITH A SEPARATE ANNUAL 
AUTHORIZATION OF $50 MILLION^ THAT WOULD STIMULATE A 
PARTNERSHIP BETWEEiN THE FeDE RAL" GOVG RNME N T AND THE 

-States in the case of public institutions, and .the 
Federal Governmentvand the private sector in the case 
OF .private institutions- ^ * 

As WE LOOK to a future OF FINANCIAL PRESSURE ON ALL 
institutions OF HIGHER EDUCATION, THE PUBLIC INTEREST* 
REQUIRES THAT ALL PARTIES WITH A STAKE IN THE 
^ SURVIVAL AND'FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF THESE INSTITUTIONS 
ACCEPT A FAIR SHARE OF THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THEIR 

ENCOURAGEMENT AND SUPPORT. UnDER THE PROPOSED TiTLE 

V 

III CHALLENGE GRANT PROGRAM, AVAILABLE FEDERAL FUNDS 
WILL ONLY FLOv)**TO PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS 

WHEN States and private sourc^es, respectively, are 
willing'to provide 501 of the requested supplemental 
Title 111 gr^nt- 

We believe our proposed legislative reforms will reshape 
the Title 111 program to serve purposes and 'institutions. > 
that are truly providing a critical national service* 
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In March. I emphasized the President's commitment to 

MAINTAINING THE VITALITY OF AmeRICa's bas.C RESEARCH 

CAPACITY. This Nation is heavuy dependent on the ma.or 

RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES FOR THE CONDUCT OF BASIC RESEARCH. • 

These universities are responsible for the research programs 

THAT HAVE INCREASED AmERICA's INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTIVITY. 
FOUGHT -DISEASE, AND KEPT OUR COUNTRY SECURE- SPECIFICALLY: 

0 More than one-half of the basic research conducted 

SINCE 1970 HAS COME FROM ACADEMIC INSTITUTIONS; AND 

0 RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES WILL RECEIVE^OVER HALF OF THE 
MORE THAN S'J'BltLlON FedEraL DOLLARS INVESTED THIS 
YEAR TO SUPPORT THE CONDUCT OF BAS I C RESEARCH- 

loDAY, THE Administration recommends an uiportant new 

INITIATIVE to sustain THE LEADERSHIP OF THE UNITED STATES IN 
BASIC RESEARCH. We PROPOSE A NEW FIVE-YEAR PROGRAM, WITH 
ANNUAL AUTHORIZATION OF, $50 MILLION. TO ENSURE THAT OUR ^ 
RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES HfLL HAVE THE FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 
THEY NEED- To HELP ACCOMPLISH THIS OBJECTIVE, TECHNICAL 
CHANGES WILL BE NECESSARY IN TiTLE Vli. Part E, OF THE 

Higher Education Act- . 

- 30 - 
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We UNOeRTAKS THIS (NiriATlve DeCAUS^^, IN RECENT YEARS, 
A NUMBER OF FINANCIAL PRESSURES HAVE Ma6E IT INCREASINGLY 
On^FlCULT FOR UNIVERSITIES TO SUSTAIN THE RESEARCH ENTER- 
PRISE ALREADY IN PLACE- ThUS, THEY HAVE NOT BEEN ABLE TO 
DUILD ON EXISTING STRENGTHS TO MEET NEW CHALLENGES* ThESE 
OEPICIENCIES THREATEN AN EROSION OF OUR NATIONAL RESEARCH 
CAPACITY- We simply CANNOT PERMIT THIS TO HAPPEN^ ESPECI- 
ALLY AT A TIME WHEN OTHER COUNTRIES ARE SIGNIFICANTLY 
EXPANDING THEIR RESEARCH bNVESTMENT- ThE UnITED StATES HAS 
BEEN WRITING CHECKS ON ITS RESEARCH ACCOUNT FOR VOO LONG- 
l|T IS TIME THAT WE START TO MAKE SOME DEPOSITS^ It IS THE 
BP6T INVESTMENT WE CAN MAKE IN A STRONG AND HEALTHY AMERICA- 

Y ' '\ 

We MBST DEAl, WITH SEVERAL FINANCIAL PRESSURES THREATENING 

our (sapac tj^^i^p conduct basic research: 

0 Reduced Federal Support fqf^ Facilities and 

For EXAMPLE^ BETWEEN 1965 AND 1976, ANNUAL FEDERAL 

underwriting of Research and Development plant at 

colleges and UNIVERSITIES DECLINED BY 811 FROM $126 
MILLION TO $24 MILLION (CURRENT DOLLARS)- FACTORING 



IN THE GFFCCTS OF INFLATION OVER THIS SAME PERIOD. 
THE DECLINE IN FEDERAL SUPPORT HAS OEEN EVEN MORE 
SEVERE- 

REMYALIQN COSTS' FOR AGING FAr.[i fXLFJl 

Many of the' leading research facilities were 

CONSTRUCJ^ED 20 OR MdRE YEARS AGO- ToDAY, THESE 
FACrLITies ARE SHOWING SIGNS OF AGE AND WILL 
REQUIRE SUBSTANTIAL RENOVATI^ON- 
ll£W FED£RA(..^a{mLE£n£JiIS. ^ 
New costs have been imposed in recent years by 
Federal requirements in such areas as: (1) occupa- 
tional HEALTH AND SAFETY; (2) THE HANDLING OF DAN- 
GEROUS BIOLOGICAL MATERIALS; (3) THE IMPROVEMENT OF 
ANIMAL CARE FACILITIES; AND. ( ) THE DISPOS'lTION OF 
HAZARDOUS WASTES- ThESE REQUIREMENTS ARE IMPORTANT, 
BUT THEY ALSO MEAN MORE EXPENSE- 

BX^JLRfi_jl^iAl5-^MJD AN INCREASING PACE OF OBSOLESCENCE 

Recent studies have found that annual, cost iffdWASEs 

FOR SCIENTIFIC INSTRUMENTATION ARE RUN T 1 TO 

5 PERCENTAGE POINTS ABOVE THE GENERAL n-^«t^^ON RATE 
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« 

At THE SAME T!ME, RESeARCH-RCLATED EQUIPMENT IS 
BECOMING OBSOLETE WITHIN A VERY FEW YEARS- ThE 
COMBINED RESULT IS THAT RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES AITE 
CAUGHT IN A VISE BETWEEN THE SPIRALIN6 COSTS OF 
ESSENTIAL EQUIPMENT AND ITS DECREASIN(J USEFUL 
LIFETIME* 

f 

■Cil^EiiL £ST [HATES OF NoDE RN I Z AT I ON CqSTS ^ 

Because of these pressures^ research, universities have 
been unable to meet many of their equipment and facilities 
NEEDS' Estimates of their current needs vary: 

0 The last systematic effort to dq^iument equipment 
needs was a survey of 10 scientific disctplines 

JOINTLY CONDUCTED BY THE NATIONAL ScIENCE FOUNDATION 

AND THE National Academy of Sciences in 1971-72. At 

THAT TIME^ AN ACCUMULATED DEFICIT OF $276 MILLION 
EXISTED FOR EQUIPMENT NEEDS ALONE- 

0 In A 1977 report/ the presidents of 15 major research 

UNIVERSITIES ESTIMATED THAT $100 MILLION WILL BE 
NEEDED FOR EACH OF THE NEXT THREE YEARS TO REDUCE THE 
CURRENT BACKLOG OF EQUIPMENT NEEDS AND $150 MILLION 
ANNUAL^LY OYER AN EXTENDED PERIOD FOR FACILITIES 
RENOVATION- 
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0 Most rgcently, 9 UNiveRsiriEs have seen surveyed to 

OBTAIN MORE DETAILED INFORMATION ON THEIR CURRENT 
EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES NEEDS- PRELIMINARY 
■ESTIMATES INDICATE THAT THESE INSTITUTIONS, WHICH 
ACCOUNT FOR ABOUT I5l OF THE FEDERALLY FUNDED RXD AT 
ALL COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES, HAVE ACCUMULATED $225 
MILLION IN UNMET^ FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT NEEDS. 

In ORDER TO PREVENT FURTHER EROSION IN THE RESEARCH 
CAPABILITIES OF THESE INSTITUTIONS AND OF THE WaTIoN, A NEW 

Federal initiative supporting research facilities and 

EQUIPMENT IS ESSENTIAL- 
\ 

Neither this Administration nor^its predecessors have 

GIVEN FUNDING PRJOT^ITY TO THE USE OF UNIVERSITY RESOURCES 
FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE. A LOW PRIORITY HAS ALSO BEEN GIVEN ' 
TO CONTINUING EDUCATION ACTIVITIES AUTHORIZED UNDER TiTLE I " 
OF THE H.IGHER'EdUCATION AcT, FUNDED THROUGH StaTE EDUCATION 

Departments on a formula grant basis. 

-5^- ... 
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Today, we recommend that this authority d6 restructured 
into two distinct sections. devoted, first, to the univer- 
sity and community service andy second, jo university 

AND CONTINUING EDUCATION ACTIVITIES- We ALSO RECOMMEND THAT 

the clearly limited funds available to support t^e community 
Service Program, activities be awarded through a project 
grant competition at the national level- 

-If RESTRUCTURED IN THIS MANNER, TiTLE \ WOULD PROVID^E* 
THE' AUTHOR I TY FOR A PROGRAM OF GRANTS TO UNIVERSITIES 
EXPERIENCED, AND SERIOUSLY ENGAGED, IN HE L P I NG . W I T H TH E . t 
HEALTH, EDUC/)>TION, HOUSING AND OTHER SOCIAL NEEDS OF THEIR 
COMMUNITIES A PROGRAM, Mr - ChAIRMAN^ THAT YOU HAVE LONG 

and £ner6st ically advocated for universities in urban areas- 
We believe this program should incluOe universities in rural 

AS WELL AS URBAf^ AREAS, IN SMALL AND MED I UM^S I ZE D , AS WELL 
AS LARGE CITIES- If REDESIGNED AS WE RECOMMEND, I PROMISE 
THAT THE EXECUTIVE BrANCH WILL TAKE A HARD, NEW LOOK AT OUR 
FUNDING POLICIES IN FiSCAL YeaR.1981- 

.Mr. Chairman, I have discussed at some length the 
Administration's majo^r recommendations for reauthorization 
of the Higher Education Act-^^ Many other changes that we 
propose are outlined! in a detailed Appendix to this tes- 
timony. two of these i will mention briefly: 
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CQLI.ErTF l.lflPARJf^- We ARE PROPOSING TWO^ K6Y CHANGES 

TO Title II. First, Part A would BE.AHENpfo to tar- 

^ ^ . GET BASIC GRANTS ON CLE/^LY DEFICIENT LIBRARY COL- 
LECTIONS- Second, in Part B. we propose to consolidate 

A NUMBER OF EXISTING RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT - 
AUTHORlflES DESIGNED TO PROMOTE COOPERATIVE EFFORTS, 
'ftESOURCE SHARING, -COLLECTION EFFICIENCIES, AND OTHER 
INNOVATIVE STRATEGIES- 

/ 

"~ itU^£MmMAlJEjaii£^^ /we are proposing "to " 

INCORPORATE THE I MPO RT AN / ,ORj E CT I VE S OF THE IntER" 

/ V 

NATIONAL Education Act /nto the cuh^pently funded Ti-. 
TLE VI of the National Decense Education Act. We be- 
lieve THESE CHANGES WILL BROADEN THE SCQPE, 
CtlENTELE, AND ULTIMATELY THE IMPACT OF OUR EXISTING 
INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION ACTIVITIES- 

Beyond the substantive purposes and provisions that I 

HAVE discussed, WE WANT TO MAKE A MAJOR CONTRIBUTION TO 
STREAMLINING AND SIMPLIFYING FEDERAL H I 6HER EDUCAT ( ON 
PROGRAMS IN THIS REAUTHORIZATION. EFFORT- STUDENTS SHOULD 
NOT BE FACED WITH COMPLICATED AND BURDENSOME FORMS AND 
RESTRICTIONS- - INSTITUTIONS NEEf) THE FLEXIBILITY TO EXERCISE 
REASONABLE ^JUDGMENT WITHOUT THE BLIZZARD t)F PAPERWORK THAT 

36 - . 
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so 'OP,TEN ACCOMPANIES FEDERAL ASSISTANCf^ Th^ SmTES ANDl THH 
FeoeRAL eOVERNMfiNT ^JHOULD HAVt A GUAR UNDERSTANDING OF 
THEIR RESPECT-IVE RESPONSIBILITIES- UNNECESSARY LEGISLATION^ 
BUREAUCRACY AND RED TAPE SMOlJLD BE ELIMINATED AT AlI LEVELS 
OF THE GOVERNMENT. 

v.; . ^ ^ 

With your permission, I'd like to close by highlighting 

OUR. MOST important PROPOSALS THAT REFLECT THESE ADMINISTRA"- 
TiVE' GOALS OF SIMPLICITY AND RE^^RM: / . 

0 For students we PR9P0SE: 

A SINGLE NEEDS ANALYSIS SYSTEM WHICH APPLIES TO 
ALL FEDERAL STUDENT AID PROGRAMS AND WHICH IS 

free to the student; 

An obligation upon institutions to provide 
• information about their refund policies, their ^ 

success in PLAC1N.G GRADUATES JN JOBS/aND THEIR 
STUDENT ASSI'|\anCE RESOURCES, ESP.ECIALLY AID TO 
HANDICAPPED students; 



A COHERENT APPROACH TO '^PACKAGING' STUDENT 
AS? I STANCE 



Taken together, all tkjese ¥roposa\s .should give parents 

and students MOf^E AND BETTER .INFORMATION TO MAKE SOUNDER 
eSuCATIONAL CH0ICE5* ^ ' 
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For institutions he propose: 

To REUIEVE THEM OF THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR 
COLLECTING STUDENT LOANS; 

- T ^ • . ■ 

10 PERMIT THE-M TO USE A SCHOOL-WIDP AVERAGE OF ' 

TUITION AND ROOM AND BOARD CHARGES IN CALCULATIN^ 
BASIC GRANT AWARDS-. INSTEAD OF THE -ACTUAL CHARGES', 
FOR EACH STUDENt. M „ > 

-^To RETAIN THEIR FREEDOM TO PACKAGE SUPPLEMENTAL 
GRANT FUNDS. WORK-STUDY FUNDS. AND BASIC LOAN 
FUNDS -TO MEET THE PARTICULAR AND UNIQUE NEEDS OF 
STUDENTS; 

■- To ALLOW THEM NEW FLEXIBILITY TO CARRY OVER TO 
THE NEXT FISCAL YEAR UP TO 5X OF THEIR Sp6 AND 

work-study funds- ^ 
For States we propose.- * ■ 

10 REDUCE TfHE+^TATE PLAN' REQU I R EM^(IT S IN TiTLES I 
AND VI 1 ; . 

/ ■ 

-Jo Sj^lARE WITH US THE RESPONSIBILI'tY TO HELP 
DEVELOPING PTjBLlC INSTITUTIONS; AND • 

- 38 



To ELlMlNATe TH^ ReQUlREMENT FOR SeCTION 1202* 
COMMISSIONS* 

0 To .CONSOLIDATE. PARTS QF. THE HtGHER EmiCATIDN A ^-T 

We have eLiMiNATEO Titles VI^ X, and XI, and have 
greatly simplified Titles I, II, IV, VII, and IX- 

Mr- Chai|ijian, In March I underscored, the ORE^t 

OPPORTUNITY BEFORE US TO STRENGTHEN AND CLARIFY THE FEDERAL 
ROLE IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PURING THIS REAUTHORIZATION- 
We are CHALLENGED, ON THE ONE HAND, BY RESPONSIBLE CRITICS 
WHO WISH TO SEE THE Fed'ERAL GOVERNMENT MINIMIZE ITS 
INTRUSION INTO HIGHER EDUCATION- On THE OTH^R HAND, WE ARE 
ALS9 CHALLENGED BY EQUALLY RESPONSIBLE CRITICS WHO BELIEVE 
THAT WE SHOULD ASSUME WHOLEJS ALE ^ GE NER A L ASSISTANCE FOR 
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES- TOGETHER WE MUST WALK THE FINE 
LINE BETWEEN "THESE TWO POSITIONS* 

In this era of tight money, our proposals T9 ^SI-ARIFY, 
reform, strengthen and simplify Federal education programs 

WILL demonstrate TO TAXPAYERS THAT MANAGEMENT EFFICIENCY CAN 
LEAD TO LESS EXPENSIVE, YET MORE PRODUCTIVE SUPPORT TO OUR 
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS- 
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A 

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS FOR THE REAUTHORIZATION 

OF THE 

HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 



APPENDIX TO THE TESTIMONY OF 
SECRETARY OF HEALTH,, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
JOSEPH A, CAL'IFANO, JR. 



POSTSECONDARY BEFORE THE EDUCATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

OF THE 

HOUSE EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE 



i 



JULY i^, 1979 
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7/19/79 1) 

I. com muni;tx c>e:uvxci!: and continuing cducatioNi hig her' 

A. Q^^^y^oy^ the Program 
P r oq t ^ m i^u r po g o a 

There ar<j t:hre<s purposes to thla Tltlo- Tho Cirsjt purpose 
la to aaalst in the solatlon of coian\unlty pcoblomo by 
providing <grant9 to strengthen coioniunity service programs 
Ot col legos and un x vors 1 tios , Tho ^acond purpose la to support 
tho oxpanalon of continuing oducatlon m coliogod ^rnd unl-- 
</or3itlQ3. The third purpose is to support iiCoXoug learning 
tor tho adult:, population of th© Unltod Stat^*!. 

Px^ocirg m Covoragci ^^d j'unding 
\ 

Tho Cirot two purposQS (couununity servico and continuing 
education) are included in Part A, Funda Cor thi^a part are 
ailocatod tQ States on th6 basla ofi the proportion of tho 
total population of the Unitod States residing in thcit State- 
Th« oxcoption to this allocation that 10 percent of tlio 
funds ACQ aet aside for d i acres tionary grants which are made 
by tho Conuniss lOner . In 1979, the program is funded at $16 
million. Of that, $14^25 million is distributed to tho States 
uaing thft allocation formula- This supports projects aarvinq 
an eatimatod 400,000 adults at 700 participating collogGS 
and universi t io3 . 91-6, million is available tor diacVetionary 
grants which are awarded to inati tut ions for projocta rolat&d 
to national and regional probloms- Tho romalnding funds ^to 
uaad for technical assistance at tho diacrotion of the 
Convmisaion«r 

The third purpoae, lifelong learning, which ig in Part E) 
(subsequGnt to the 197 6 Amendments) has nov^r been funded. 

Program opera t ion and £f f ec tiveneaa 

The State Grant program is administered by a^encioa designated 
by the State governments. Each of these agencies develops a 
State plan, eaLabliahes priorities among problem areas and is 
responsible for reviewing and approving institutional proposals 
for support- The Federal funds are matche^l dollar for dollar 
from nOn-Federal funds. ' y 

Evaluations suggest that the program has resulted in heightening 
the awareness of institutions with regard to comjuui\ity problems 
and has led to some roallocation o£ Euhd^ to dealing with 
Such problems- 
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^AhV^.a^I i ^^i!^^^^^*^ CUMMUN ITY 5EHVK E AND CONTINUING 



•j'hQ Proppqal 

M? \vT! f^UucMtioa into two separate p^.c'ts, ^nd to remove 

t o two IQ poccoat ^c.t-v.uius :;)r special prooct:, ..ml t.3chniOAl 

A.i3ifltanc(i, c>^rt B, Lit^lun.j Lenrnxruj would b). i ncoroor.i tou 

iiUo thu now Lontmuinv^ Wuc^tion P.vrt, which wou Ul in^viJo 

^ looa« tor 3^i'vic<ia to th« .jrowimj ^<doU nontra.U Lionel 

at-udont; population In hlghor Gduofttion. funding for tho 

continuing Education Part would bo on a St^itc CommU baaU 

..ccorcUng to the «d^it population ot tho iJt^te. InstUuMons 

will itiMuired to /.atch on^ dolUr t.n- ev^iry two dollar'^ 

•>£ todor^l .jrant .^id, rha Coriununjity :.^tviCQ x>art wou Ul oe . 

a t«der:ii discretionary vjr^in t progranu It i ncorpor^t tes 

the tocos or the logisUtion ai.ned At mobilizing arb^n 

univ«t-situ.s c.)r tho solution ot urban prooleras but extends 

Uie scope ot tho pro.jrajn to ail settings. 

Present Law 

rxtle I presently is divided into ^ St.>te tor:nuU progr^^.n 
(Part A Lomraunity Service And Continuing Education) and a 
mixed diBcretionAry* And StAto tormula proqram (Pact 8 
latel9ng LOAcnlng), ^ 

ligjlglQnj ^^^PC Hecommondat ion 

The proposed changos would make clear th<3i dltference 
o«tw«on th© Coftvmunlty Service and Continuing Laucation 
programs. The Continuing Education Part would respond 
to the noodfl of tho growing adult population and remain 
a State program. In addition, the rolatlonshlp bdtwoon 
continuing education and llf^^ionq aducation would be 
made moro clear by consol Ida ting tho two. 

The preoont aot-aeldoc are not riQedod, slnco the pro- 
posed dUcrotlonary grants for the Community Sarvico 
PAt> would ei:fectiv^ly allow th^ Commiaalonor to maKo 
grants for special projects ot: national or roglonal 
problems, or for technical aasUtaace to Stato« or 
pofltsecondary institutions. 

The now Comjnunlty Stiirvlce program eatabllahes a ationg 
discretionary Authority which wfil allow the Federal 
government to help fo«ter productive relationships 
between Universities and their host communities. 
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tX* L^QaARXE Si, HgA TITLE II '^'^ 
A. OVSHVlgW THE iPUgqUAM 

There ac« fpur pucpoaosi to thfi programx To^aaslst eligible 
In^tltutlona in th6 acqutsltton cr£ library resources (Part a); 
to provide support for rea^Arch and demonstration projects Cor 
tho tmprovemont ot Iibrari43 and training in ^ ibrarianohip in 
order to impcovo education quality;, to sOpport training and 
cotraxning ot Librarians and information jlcienti9t« {both oC 
thoaa aro included in Part B)j to help research libr«iri«ii 
maintain and SJtrengthen their collections and make them moro 
available (Part C). All ot these purposes are intended to 
improve libraries, their administration and information 
accft^a* 

^XQ^^'^m Coy Q ra g Q ftt^<j . funding 

All owardB arc at the diacrQtion oC the C6nuni so ionor . Ba<^h 
of tho purposes doscfc-ibed above is included in a aopArat*^ 
program. In total r ^662 awards were mado in FY 1978, of 
which 2568 were for Part A. The^e awards totalled almoat 
$1U million. 1979 awards will be approximately the aame. 
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7/19/79 H) 



ThojProposai s 

of support to iHDrov/uv rho? th^t are most in neud 

1U« "arvar.i %!rrind L^kellv) ir institutions 
n*.w ptovlaion would alio* an "^^"^ "^'^^^ y^^*^' this 

to Inatltutionnuh tirw.«k«;r^on ''^ ^ranta 

Pres^ru^ Law 

Under current Uw (Part ^ <^ft,-n^^ -ino. 

academic instituttoL .Ull^rfir bas^c M ^^^^-^^^ ^ '^^^ 
institutions rer-Pivo i-h!. basic library grants. All 

.ward ts ?e":ej:ued\y' .rnSnCCf ^ool ^^^^^ °^ '^^^ 
Size of tha appropriation wir^ applicants and the 

PI ropi latlon, with a maximum grant of $5000- 

ga aso" for Re comment/, 

library -.ourcL Vu^Sunr'L'? "P^-"^''"^^"^ ^"^^'^ 

«ven When appropriations re^lin cCn^tant n-hr' '''' 
to asgeas tho need of the ln«.V, ^''^ measures usod 

. in conjunction with thr?n developed 

inatltJtions Cou d\4:i;e''aStanHaf?'^' 

th<ay havti In the pasr Th,. «^ .u"^^^^ greater awards than 

of effort prov «lSn ; to LsureT^f"^^ °' "^^^ ".Mntcnanca 

Will. contlU to reci^vfthe^rL " Of fh^'^^"^'"''^^^"'^*°"« 
own resourcoa. ^n«ir anaie of the institutions' 
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f"" 7/19/79 



TITLE II ! CONSOLIDATED LIBRARY TRAINING, RESEARCH AND 
.DEMONSTRATION AUTHORITY (PART B) 



Th6 i^ropoaal 

The AdmlnlatrAtloa proposes to pull togothor under Piirc B 
throe authortzAttormi (1) Spoioial Purposse Gr«inta Cor 
collogo ItbcdrX^s to support coopar«itlva efforts and d^vulop 
montAl projects d<*3lgned to mcreaso library QCCiciancy; 
(2) the Library Rosf^arch and Demonstration i>rogram that 
promotea innovation and development o£ mor^ ^aCfoctlvo 
library and information services; and (3) tho Librar lanship 
Tl^a^nlng Programs. 

eaent Law 

Authority for thos<J activitioa ia now found m Titlo II, 
Part A, Sections 203 and 204 (authority for Supplomental 
Grants and Special Purposes GranttJ)? and Part B, S^ctiona 
221 and 222 (authority for Training and Rosoarch Programs). 

Re asons C or Re com mg nda t i on 

Tho proposal wavild place all innovativQ 3tratogi«s for 
library reaoarcH and d^v^elopment undor Part B. It would 
provide inceiUJi^Ga for librariea to increase their 
of foctivGneua and efficiency by sharing resources and 
developing new tochnolog less for proceaaing, storing and 
distributing Information. Rogoarch and demonstration in 
those areas and dissemination of affective project deaignii 
would be funded. The proposal will alao eliminate the 
awkward legislative set-asidos that reduce the opportunity 
for a careful targeting of fun(58. The auccensful library 
training programs would be retained in Part Dj> 
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rh(t Current Pco^ cani 

^ ""'^'^'^y and oxponaa budg^u The granta 

TMe statu to rs.juires cooporativ» arrangements between the 
univocsitiea, buomess nirms, or organizations it al3o 
b.i««citj., «nd waivo3 coctain accreditation recm 1 camon to for 
p<'opU? ^^^'■'^''^^'^"^ Americans or bp.n i sn-spoak lay 

-hf^. institutions are receiving graata 

iat"^ o''th« «f f "«idot-ad a „,ajof infi.tUutional'aid Lppia- 
>nent to tho atudent aid programs funded by TUIg IV sincL 
th«s« in«titutiono s«rv« Urgo numbers of^unoritf Students 
and educationally and oconomicaliy deprived studonts 
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7/19/79 7) 
^' OEPINITION OF PURPOS E ( S ECTI QN ffl) t ) ) 
Thd Proposal 

The Adminiatrntion propoaes that the purpose of the program 
b« ciaclfied in the statute. The now purpoau wouid be to 
Strengthen institutions which enroll large numbers of 
students flrcmi ^ low- income familien/ which lack resources, and 
which are taking stops to improve their chancea for survival - 
IK 

Pregeat cSw 

Title III, Sections 301 and 302(a), specify onXy that 
developing inatitutions are -those that e^ra Vstrugqiing 
for survival'; and ;'igolated from the main currents of 
academic life. 7 

Reason for Recomment3atl,on 

The administration, of this jprogram has been hampered by 
the cu^rrent language which is very broad and contains 
terms — such as Vout of the academic maintream'; — whi,ch are 
both outmoded and di-^ficult to define administratively. 
The ^^roppsed language would elimihate confu3iot\ and 
direct the funds to the neediest institutions. 

The proposal language also conforms with exis'ting 
regulation and therefore will maintain the eitisting 
set of institutions eligible for the program. 
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7A9/79 



C. LONG RANGE PLAN^^T NG^ TITLE f SCCTTON^jm 



Tho Proposal 



™ u proposes that: applicanta orepare « 

oopiprohenolve dav« lopmant plan as port of their apoU- 
o«tion for TitU III gr«nt3. Very si^U, one-year grants 

Within this pUn, institutions woold be required to addrssa 
Toll nlZ'"" ^"'P^-oving their academic p.l^r J ^T.tti IT 
thou Ciflcal managem^jnt. The plain would have to state 
TurTu''d\TTa.r -nitorln, progroa^ und.r 

Pr<i 3ert t Law 

The current statute does not require such a plan. 
Rsason f or Reconunand ati^n 

n?'^ri Iny*" institutions lack a aomprehens i va development 

r^L« K o^<^^^^l strategy for institutional growth, 

runds can be used most effectively when devoted to activities 

alio hriTf°"^"'-\°^ " compt«hensive plan. Such plans will 
also b« usoful in makin| future-year funding decisions. 
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D> /0£M£I2!^_^gM^^'t'S : TITLg III (gfCTION _304_Cj^ 

The Adnilniatration proposoa that applicanta foi: Title IXI 
dftvelopment grants b« offorod two of^tlonai 

o A gr^iit oe one to thre« yoarg afti*r which the 

Inatltution could recompote for a Title 11% -h- ' 

grant; or 

O A larger one-time grant for up to 36veri years? 

the school r«5ceiving such a grant could not reapply. 

Und^sr both options schools w9uld be required to spoi^ify 
mti4iiurablG objectives to be achieved each year in OT'der 
to continue to t-eceive funding. 

Current law does not specify the duration for a grant.' 
Present reguIv>tion^ allow grants liatlngup to five 
years . 

M^^.O J^P^. Recommendation 

This proposal provides inatitutions .tjhe option of a 
long-terjR commitment which would lead the institutions 
to self-sufficient status. 

A seven year commitment from the Title III program would 
allow a school to devote itself to a more extensivQ 
plan of development. If the institution does not believe 
that seven years would be sufficient it would t^e able 
to compete for a shorter-term grant under the one-to-three 
:/€ar grant authority. 
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^- DEVELOPING INSTITUTION PROGRAM CHALL ENGt- GRANTS » TITLE III 
iSECTI 0N_ 30_5( 'ill ~ ' T" ^ 

The P roposal 

the Acinuni^tratlon proposes the ost.nbl Ighment oC .^n .^dditl^Dnal 
n«w authority tor"ChaUep.qe Grants." Th^ii^e .grants would 
offer CuncUncj on a SO-'SO ma tch . ba*5 1 <^ to the same «>linible 
institutions. Ho.>/ever, o.UoibL^ procjcains would be expanded 
to Include those In graduate and prof:««8.4.onaI schools.. 
iHi^lLi tut Ions would compoto for theso funds according to 
the 3am« criteria used in tho regular program, or a total 
proposQd authorization of $ 2 50 , 000 , 000 , ' $ 50 , 000 , 000 will 
bo ^reserved t'or Challenge Grants. 

Presen t Law 

Th'i 3 would bo a new authority, 

This proposal la Intended to encourage States to bear a 
3hac»^ of the responsibility for the development of public 
Title III institutions. I17 addition, private institutions 
Eligible for Title III would also bo encouraged to offer 
clear evidenco of: their commitment to sel f-su f: f ip iency . 

Because of the matching feature, the Challenge Grants are * 
designed to bring nK>re revenues Into Title III schools and 
accelerate movement toward an institution's development 
goals. At the same time, however, the greater portion oC 
appropriated funds will remain available for tho regular 
grant program. Eligible institutions would still be able 
to compete for regular funds a.^ they currently do without 
tl)o need to match and will therefore not bo penalized by 
a possibla inability to acquire the required matching gunds. 
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st;uoent MSi^TANc;;^^, loans > title I'^j yA^TS_.^.^^_P^S 



OVSHVIEV'? OF THE pROgKA^MS 



Th« No,Uon<^X -Dtrnct S tud^n^. ^>OA n Proqc(\m (Ngg_L) ti^a tho 



atudentii, both undorgradua Ue^ And gradaat«a, by par- . 
ticlpntlng jlchools . 

^ SoufCe og F^r\d3. Schoola got up revolving lonn funds 
maintained by b^odet^i and lastl tutiot^al contributions 
(On a 9 to X rcitio) . 

Lo^^n LP?nl t9. Lo«ns*«re limited tp $2,300 Cor tho fir^t 
two yoSra 6t poatSQCondary "study, o total of ^'3,000 
for undai?graduAt^ study, and a total of $1Q,000 
through graduate school. t 

t ma of pa y m<3 n t » RepaymentJ may. be ov^r a ten y^ar 
period (repayment *chedulQ aet by achoois) with , ♦ 
3 percent interest, beginning (9^ months after lea^J'fng 
aohool, wteh defe.rmenta and ca^ncellatlons tor apecific 
kinds ot public nervioe. 

Progr am Management. Each ins ti tutlon ' is reaponaible 

f or mana^g ing the funds , making loan awards and determiiia- 

tiong of student need, and servicing and coll*fecting 

the loans. 



o Program pata. During acaden\ic year 1977-78^ 794,000 
students were aided with Over $600 million in loans. 
Over 3,400 schools participate^ The average loan 
was about $765. Over the prdi^famls history, since 
1958, about $6 billion has been loaned to S9me.5.2 
million students. 



2.) The Guarantee^j Student Loan Program (GSL) has the following 
provigions: ^ 

o El jcjlble BoriTQwers . All students attending more than 
half-time are eligible tot a loan, without regard for 
family income. 

o Source of Fynds. Loans are made by commercial lender^, 
schools and ^tate agencies utilizing some public and 
mostly private capi/tal. 
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y^^^^L-}^^!lL^l' ^osxn limits Are ^2,':^00 por academic 
yoar for undercjraduAtee with a :>7,500 acjgreg^itia 
limit, ^5,000 annuiiUy tor graduate and protooeilonal 
students^ with a ^iS>000 aggrogats maxjimum inclusive 
of earlier loans. Lend»er^ otten sot their own 
limits and criteria for eligibility. 

iGrn\3 ot Hepa yment » Repayment periods are set by the 
lender and may b© between S and 10 yoare, with 
mcer^^st char^/ed at 7 percent .icoer leaving school, 
% 

Prqc[ram_Q2_e_ra t ions . in GSL, the l-ydGral govornniont: 

insures or reinsures the loans against atuJent 
detaul.n losses j 

subsidizes the lender by paying a special o 
allowance (presently perc<int) above " 

tine 7 percent charged the student? 

pays the tull Inter oat on the loan while the 
student is in college and during periods ot" 
determent ; ^ 



provides, through the Koderal Financing Bank, 
9U percent of the capital which .SalUe .Mar^ 
ha.5 used, to purchase loans and make low coat 
advances to lenders 7 

supports guarantee ageit^es by reinsuring atudonf 
loans and by providing Federal advances and admin- 
istrative allowances. 

o Program Data> In fiscal year 1978, an estimated 1.0« 
million students received $2 billion to attend 0,1^0 
schools. The average loan was about $l|.900. Over $13 
billion has been loaned since the inception of *th^ ' 
program in 1965. 



The Student Lo^n Marketing Agsociati^on (SLMA) chartered 
i'^ this Act, is also an important element in the opera tiofi 
of GSbi 

o In 1972, SLMA was established a3 a FeSardlly-sponsored , 
private for-prottt corporation to expand the availa^ 
bility of loan capital to OSL lenders. 
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o tr. doos Chia t>y providing a *;aocondairy; marker, for GSLs 
la- which loaders caa anil thoir a tud«»aC lo«aa or 
obtala advaaces t.o raako student loand- Specifically, 
SUiA p'urchaaea student loana at full Cac« valuo 
from landers. It can al«o lidvance to the lender 
funds In an amount up to 00 percent of the lender; a 
outstanding 3 tud«nt loar)8 . In ;5iddl tlon, SaIHo 
Mae makes Advance comroi trnents to purchao^s loans from 
^- banks- SLMA -ha^ contract agroemonta with 400 of the 

total 0,500 active QSU lenders, 

^ o Orlgln^>ily, SLMA was Inttjnded to raigo private c<jpltal 
to support loan purcha3«53 and advances* by Issuing 
fltocka and bonds. However, in 1974, 3r>MA waa given 
the ability to borrOw money from the Fedejral government 
through the Federal F Inane ing Bank- 

o iJallle Mae now haa tota 1 . purcliasea and advances 
of about Sl-1 billion, about nlne\y~eight peccant 
financed with Federal funds. f 

o Sallle Mao Is income (before taxes) han Increaued 
from $0.j6 million In 1974 to $11.4 million In 
1970 , 

The PropQa ed Loan Prog^^'aina 




Th<3^ Administration propOBoa the e.s tab! lahmen t - oC a Government 
Student Loan Asaociatlon which will administer the major Federal 
student loan program^. a'hia Assocl'atlon will be a separate 
agency within the Department. The chief officer oC the Asaociatlon 
will be appointed by the President wit!^ the advice and consent 
of the Senate at>d will report to the Secretary. 

The UO^U progc.'fcm ^tfli 1 be transformed into a aeed--based Oaslc Loan 
program. The Basic Loan would be the final element m the student Is 
aid package. The package would oe comprised of the expected 
family con trlbu t ion j Foderai, State, and private grants; student 
earnings or other forms of self-help in the minimum amount of 
$700; and finally the Basic Loan up to the total cost of education 
as dotormined under the proposed single needs analysis system. 
<• 

• 1- ) The OaglC Loan program would have the following cljaractfir l sties 




^ yj;g^J^ ^-^ Borrowers . Loans will be made to undor- 
graduatea and graduate student a (exclusive of 
graduate students in healti^ professions^ law and 
business) who are attending half-time or more. 
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y o Loan Amounts . Indivu)u«l loans „iU be limited 
to not n««d (aducationai coots minus tflmiiy con- 
tribution, BEOOe, othar yranUS and a aelf-hslp 
component ot S7U0). m addition thoro would be: 

— Annual limits ot S3,7SO tor undor.jraduataa 
and >S,000 tor siraduate students. 

vu^junat^ivu U^nitg ot xU,iUU tor uno.- fjcadua tos 
to a totii ot UOO Loi- both undar.jraduaco 

jiKl Ljraduatti. 

o Inj^oce9t_Ciiarae8_^^ Students wiu ha 

oharqad seven percanL or tho Troasury bill ra^ 
'.«in.i3 one percent, whichever ia leas. In-school 
interest payM.ent3 «iU oe ror.jiven tor und^ r.j radua u.^ 
but Jettjrrtfd tor vjraduate atudonts. 

o ■^ounpj_ol^am_ta|^ Loan capical<»\.ai be providod 
by the new Association (which wou lo be a eederal 
acjoncy) t rom NOSL collections and borrowino troin 
the ureasury. 

o t\aKj^n^±J^ The tinancial aid otticer at 

th-( institution ot attendanca would make the dcster- 
iiunation ot eUyibiUty and loan amount. The 
institution would then disburse the funds drawing 
on -the As30ciation:s line ot credit at the insti tuCion. 

^ idlU«£tJ:0.ns. The Association would provide centralized 
8ervicin.j and collection ot loans, and would have 
authority to contcact Cor these functions. 

o ^erms_^oLJ?l£ai]2^^ All loans will be consolidated 
tot: repayment.. The lenyth of tho ropnymenX poriod 
would dopand upon the siza of the studonfs total 
loan obligation, with a shorter tarm for amnilei-' 
loans and a maximum period of 20 years. 



Ihe ObL program would be changed into a Supplemental Loan 
pro.yram whose purpose would bo to provide paFe-^rFs^^Jl^J-iurdOnt a 
with a way to spread out some or all of their share of 
educational coats. This Supplemental Loan program is for 
parents as w«ll as fon^Ludenta receiving Title iv assistance 

Po? ^^'^ 1""*. f"^"^'^*'" to supplement ,the aid package. 

Foi example this loan could be used to help meet the expected 
family contribution oi the self-help componont, or it might 
bo needed in the case where the remaining cost of attendance 
excGQdQd the Oasic Loan limits. Families who chosft not to 
apply for other financial aid could use this Supplemental" 
Loan ro mout educational costs. 
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^PPl^ffl^f^tal Lo^rx program would havo the following 
clfSractairlstica ; ,. 

^ giy^ ibU Doi;-row^r3> Ail uncJorgrAduAtie ^^nd grnduat« 
sjtudonta who are attending hAlf-tim« or cnoro and 
their parents will «llgtbi«. 

o Lo^nn AjflQunts, Annual borrowing will b<j limited «o 
th^t the total oC all ^laaiatAnce i» not mor« thart 
the cost ot oducAtxon. in «iddltion there would bo 

— Annual limlta of $5,000 Cor undergraduate 

And $10,000 for graduate atudonta for the 3um : 
of the Oasic and the yupplemontal l,oana, ^ 

Cumulat ive Limits of $20,000 for undergrad- 
-uatefl ancr"$40,05^ over both undergraduate and 
graduate years for both Oaslc and Supplemental 
Loans . 

o I"-AgJ[ga-^- C hargea to Bo.rrQwera. Oorrowera win be 
charged at the rate of thft I'reasury mil plua one 
percent- interest payments will be made while 
in school - 

^ Source of Cqipital > Provided by private lenders 

( banks , ins t i tu t ions , etc.) with increased reliance 
on State Agencies or non-profit agencies appointed 
by a State or the Association to assure sufficient 
capi tal • 

^ Sp^ciaO. Allowance Payments ^ The Federal government 
would pay lenders a constant special allowance of 
2^5 percent above the borrowerjs interest rate. 

^ Collections * Primary or secondary lenders would 
be responsible for collections prior to^ default 
and the Association or State Agencies would be 
responsible subsequent to default (as in current 
GSL program) * 

^ YermA of Repayments Repayment terras will be set^ 
by the lender up to a maximum of 20 years. ^ 

o Secondarjy Market, A secondary market will be 
maintained by the Association Which administers 
the Basic Loan program. It would be authorized 
to assume the loan paper held by Sallie Mae before or 
up to the time that the current guarantee for loans 
held by Sal Vie Mae would expire. 
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The loan proposals ar<5» intended to accompU^h two maior 
.^^objuctivosi to oUrity the Ui.stmct purpost^s ot the two 
programs, and to aasux:^ accOBS to loans tor tliosQ studonts 
who have th« v.]reato8t needs. 

Th*3 ^MOSL r'lovjrai.i was deai^jneJ t«i Asnigt the needu*st 
;Jtkiii<Mifj. It acconpUiihf-^s t!UH objective but not LuUyi 

or lo an a ^^tudent is e^U'jxbi e tor are 
3^t. acuiLL-ariiY. not on ti^e uaai.-^ oT^th^i rtfiaaininvj 
noed ot the student aftQr othor sources ot support 

Including a reasonable Camlly contribution — aro 
takL^in into aocoimt, 
f 

o Many Uijor studen ts who nend loa ns_^o nc^t_r^^ 
thoi M tor a nuHm.?c ot i ^e.^isons . ^ riDSL cunds are 
Uhuted, both"bec7u"3e ot lacK ot growth ot b^ederai 
oontiibutiona but aUo b^joause oi the hi«jh default 
rate m the pro.jraj.i (currently aoout 17 percent)? 
th.e amount OL iJDSL tunds available to a qiven 
campus 13 not related to the aciqregate need oi: 
students on that campus. 

Low income students who do not receive NUSLs often cannor 
obtain (JoLs. benders m USL set many of r.helr own criteria 
cor muKiiKj loans. often poor student^ who have no banking 
relationship wita thi> lenders and who are seen as poor credit 
risks (in spite ot the underlying Federal .juarantee) — t:annot 
obtain «JSl*s. 

Vhe loan proposal addresses the access objective through 
a Basic Loan proijrani which would ensure access to loans 
up to the remaining need but only aTtor'liVh o r "sou r Cos ot 
support are taken Into account- v^ith this Goncep tua 1 i za t ion 
tor Basic Loans, the other program Supplemental Loann — 
logically becomes .a program to help famllitsg spread out 
their contribution to the student;s needsT™ 

m turther detail, the proposed Basic Lo^in program would 
ditfer in other respects from tho existing msL programs 



o 



gaHijyi^^Q_j^^^Q^s to loans would be agsurod because 
It would bo tully capItalTzed by tho Federal govern- 
ment (through borrowing rather than appropriations). 
Further^ it would be modeled on the concept oi the 
3aale Educational Opportunity Grant program which 
uQO^ a national system to distribute aval Lai:) l-e-euruffi 
equitably among all students regard iGsT'oi where 
th^y live or go to ^chooiv " 
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the institutions ^nd transfeeciny It to the new and 
natXonAl lender. However, the reapona ibi J, 1 tv Cor 
packaging the Basic Loan with other aid, and Cor 
dotermialny (with the student) the amount of tho 
loan would ramaJjT_wUh tho campuaea to enaure that 
the total, package medta the un i<?ie~needg oC specific 

nh'^^" ^^t. ^"""^'^^^^ ^^^'^ ^^'^^ program, interaat r^tag 
9h^I33±..^h:^,.±to6^ would be aat at 7 p^?^nT ' oV ' BTTr" 
percent bTKw tho Treasury BUI rato. whichevor ia 
lower. w« propoao updating the intereac rates 
chargod students for several reasons! 

* 

The original concept of ndSL was to establish 

hr^iM^'^f"''"^^ '^^J''^'' ''^"^'^ ^vantually b« malntainad 
by coUectiona and require "no additional capital 
contributions. Given tha increase in general 
interest rates, the 3 percent rate means that 
inflation conatantly erodes the value of tha 
revolving fund (even if collections are at an 
acceptable level) thus requiring continuing 
Federal contributions. 

— Tho 3 percent interest rate was set at a time 
(in 1958) at which Treasury rates were 3.3 percent 
and home mortgages were at about 5 percent, providing 
a significant but not Overly large subsidy. 

This rate was also set at a time when the Basic 
Grant program did not exist, and thus a subsidized 
loan program was the only assistance by the Federal 
government to poor stu^ints. Now, with grant 
assistance approaching $3. 5, billion per year, 
the sizable subsidy la no longer necessary. 

— The proposed 7 percent would still represent a 
significant subsidy, given that consumer loans 
presently cost as much as 18 percent. It is 
also proposed that, if general interest rates 
decline, the interest rate for Basic Loans would 
a.lso be reduced. 

-- The program would also retain another substantial 
goui-ce of subsidy to the student in that, interest 
while the student is in school would be forgiven. 
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^' current lonn I o rm vona.ia tejttiftf ot NUSL tor 

..l.MnenL.,rY and ^,«oondary enroUments were yrowin., 
.yul thero w,v» ,i ahortac,,, ot tenohers. Mow, with 
.MM.Ui.ft<int-i, the ;)i-ovision is no lo.vj.jf 
tn It i-i ...St imate.l t;Mt tiv-rtj 

I uii-.la.; OL ovor 90,001) Mualin,..! teaciiei-s 
"'^1 'I'M.MiKl u>f n,...vly qu.aiii,,d te.whei-s is not 
'•:<l>.M:tv..| t.) iii.-t-easo until the mul-l'JuO'3 wdon 
olomontary and second.-, ry enroHmcua may bey u, 
to risG ayam. ^ ^ 

to o.,irc,v tnMi- ex,,.ct.>i r.^naly contnoution and sfid-^nts 
u/ t"oK .I'l 3ol.t-hel^ or educational exponses 

.'s;«ntT^Mv > ^^^■^■^>'i"^J U^nit. m tho »a3ic Loan pr.xjia^n. 

■rrt'/^ '^:r ' T''"'" only a aodest cru.n.e 

-r' . ^1 pro.jrans; however, thenx. are :,<.verai 

o The Supplement.-.! Loan proyrnm would have as Us clear 
iiuroose ^upplymy liquidity to-tamilic^s a^^d students 
provuu.v^ the.n with a means to spread out the costs 
v)t education, which they can reasonably be expected 
CO int;? o t » 

. ^liliiilta — as won a3 students — would he eligible . 

ooi-rowers, m keepmy with this 'purpose. 

o It IS also appropriate that; in^tareat rates tor the 
bupplemental program be h i yher "thaTTTHF^e Baste 
program 3i.->,ce it serves as a substitute Cot a iQgU i- 
inatQ ra.iuiy contribution. However, that rata — ' 
Treasury bill plus one percent - still represonta a 
substantial subsidy in comparison with the LAmiWa 
alternative Corms of borrowing. 

o For this reason it is also appropriate that the 
interest rate be variable, just line other loans 

house in<?rtgrtgo5, auto and consumer loang ~ 
families obtain. 
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A n^aw rodoTAl ogeincy — th^ Govornm^Kt Student Lonn AaiioclAtlon 
— wiXi op^ratd ch» B^allc Lonn program and wlil a.Uo conduce 

aecondary mackot operations for tho Svjppiera^ntal Ivoan 
program, fn this Uttuc capacity It will replace tho Studt^nt 
Loan Mackotlng Aaaoclatlon — the prlvato, Cor profit corporation 
which currently acta a^ aocondary market for tho Q$L progrvnm, 
W« propose thosd cimng** Cor 30v«ra,l^, r«a^>ong i 

o Th^ prof tt-maklng status of StMh ta Inappropriate. 
iiLHA relies on the Treasury l!o^r 90 petcont of Its 
oporatlng capital and^b^ars no Vt«k of lo^g whatsoever/ 
since Itfl portfolio la fully guaran\;:ood by tho Federal 
govoxnment* A profit-making ontafprloo should properly 
involve' some rlak to the inveartor- This la not the 
caad for SLMAi Its profits are predictable and ifully 
secured against loaa. 

o Becau3ei It l8 profit-making/ It^ IncQntlvoa — quite 

appropriately — arM to maximize that profit, not necoaijarliy 
enaure th-« widest availability of OSL^, It has relatively 
conservative buying policies and picks only low-risk 
paper. One result of this is that small banks and 
banks that lend to high risk borrpwerg are often 
unable to benefit from SLMAja secondary market activitif>3. 
SLMA must balance a higher yield to its ajiareholdors 
with greater loan availability for student borrowers- 
It is Inevitable that often the latter suffers, 

.> 

C oats of t>pan Proposal 

** 

The Basic Loan program will be phased-ln over thjrofi' years . 
^ In th^ first year, 60 percent of estimated full-funding require- 
ments will be made aVailab^e; 80 perconlT the second year; 
and 100 percent the third. 

In- the first year of operation, estimated loan volume under 
both Basic and Supplemental Loan programs will be $3,3 billion. 
This will support loans for about 2-1 milXioa studer^ts* 

By 1983, the program will be fully phased-in and loan volume y 
is estimated at almost $5 billion, with loans made to about 
2.8 million students- 
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V, Student Assistance; Grants and Work 
A, Overview of the Program 
K Basic Educational Opportunity Grants 
Proc)ram Purposes 

The purpose of the Basic Educational OpportanLty Gr^nt 
Program is to provide undeV^graduate students with an assur- 
ance or grijat support to assist then^ in fina^iclng postsecon- 
dary education. St:.;dent elkjibiHty is primarily based on 
a fornuU^ determination of need. ThiiJ fomrtla considers the 
Income and assets of the student and iiis or her family as 
well as other factors such as the family' size, the number 
of fa;nily members enrol le<^ 1n pos tsecondary education, the 
amount of Federal Incone Tax. paid, whether or not both pa- 
rents are working or if the family i§ supported by a single 
head of household, and any. unusual exjp'enses Incurred by the 
family. The formula Is reviewed by {ongress annual ly and 
applied consistently to all students In the following aca- | 
demic year. / \ 

Other student eligibility requirements are: 

1. the student must be enrolled in an eJigible pro- 
gram of study on at. least a half tlitn^asis; 

2. the student must be. a iL^S. citizen or permanent l 
resident and" in this country for other than tempo- 
rary purpose; 

3. the students must be In good standing and making 
satisfactory academic progress according to the 
standards and practices of his or her Institution; 
and, 

the student cafTTrot owe a refund on a Title IV 
grant or be In default on any Title IV loan re- 
ceived for attendance at the same institutjon in 
which he or she is otfrrently enrolled. 

The amount of aid for which ^student Is entitled is 
$1800 less the expected family contribution (as determined 
by the annual formuja) not to exceed one-half of the student^ 
cost of ectucatlon. Awards are also proportionately reduced 
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for less than full --time or less than full -year enrollment. 



Pro9ram C.Qv^raqe 

In the 1979-80 academic ye^^jr approximately 2,7 million 
students attending over 6000 postSecondary institutions will 
receive Basic Educational Opportunity Grant awards totalling 
over $2.4 billion with an average award of $892. 

Funding 



At ''full -funding" every eligible student receives $1800 
less the expected family contribution not *to exc^eed one-half 
of the cost of education. Should funds not be sufficient to 
meet these award levels^ all awards are reduced according to 
a Schedule included In the law. The 1979-80 appropriation arid 
the 1980-81 request provide for full-funding. 



Program Operation 

Students apply to the government to have their expected 
family contribution calculated. All applicants receive a 
Student E11g1bnit;y Report (SER) which they ca»i take to the 
school of their choice for calculation and payment of their 
award. Funds «are distributed to schools inltally on the 
basis of prior year expenditures, however, Institutional fund- 
ing levels are adjusted to refect actual demand at each school 
Students attending schools that do n(?t agree tg calculate 
and disburse awards are paid directly by the government. 

Basic Program Requlren^ent? 

Student eTigibility requirements are described above. 
InsM tutions that wish to act as disbursing agents must be 
approved for j)art1cipat1on and must comply with program 
regulations and reporting requirements. 



78 



7A9/79 2: 



2 . Supplemental Educati onal Opportuni ty Grant Program 
Program Purpose 

The purpose of the Supplemental Educational Opportunity 
Grant Program is to provide undergraduate students of excep- 
tional financial need with grant support to assist them In ri- 
nandng their postsecondary education, 

Program Coverage 

Approximately 573,000 students attending 3,800 insitutlons 
expected to receive awards totalling $340 million in the 1979- 
80 academic year. Awards range rromJ200 to $1500 annually not 
to exceed $4000 1n total. 

Funding 

.The appropriation is distributed among states according 
to a legislatively proscribed state al lotment formula. Within 
States, Institutions apply for funds according to their needs. 
Ten percent of the appropriation may be distributed at Ihe 
discretion of the Commissioner of Education. 

■^^JMr^"^ Operation 

Institutions apply for funds directly to the government. 
VThe amount awarded to each school is based on the total al- 
loted to the state, the school's prior year expenditures, 
and the aggregate need for SEOG funds at each institution. 
Students apply directly to their school for aid and the 
school selects the recipients and determines the amount of 
the awards. This program provides for a great deal of 
discretion on the part of the Institution and is intended 
to provide the flexibility necessary to meet the individual 
student's need.. The Office of Education establishes rather 
broad guidelines for institutions to follow in awardinq 
SEOG aid. 

gasic Program Requirement 

c . Students must be enrolled on at lease a half-time basis 
In an eligible program of study offered' by a participating 
schdol. In addition, they must: ■ 
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1, b{5 a U.S. cltlzon or ponnanent resident and in this 
country for oth^r than a, temporary purpose; 

2, be in good standing and making satisfactory aca- 
demic progress ; 

3, not owe a refund in a Title IV grant or be In (^-^ 
fault on a Title IV loan received for attendan^B^ 
at the same school in which they are currently 
enrol led. 

Institutions must co<nply with Federal regulations and 
reporting requirements in order to participate. 
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^ ' St^te Stude,nt_lj]jcgjr^^ Program 
Pro gram Purp bs^ 



The purpose Of the SPfte Student IncenMve>Gi*ant Program 
Is to encourage States -to establish or expand their own under- 
graduate? need-based programs. 

Approximately 307,000 students from 57 StatPS and terri- 
tories will receive SSIG awards averaging $500 ($250 in Fed- 
eral funds) in the 1979-80 academic year/ , 



Fundi nc)"^^^ 



Funds are d1stri(;)uted to each State based on a 1eg1« 
latively prescribed fornula and the Stafes* ability to 
match the Federal dpllars. 



Jjfjj^'^^ljP Operation 



The Federal government awards funds to^States, 
sis,- which must b^f matched 1:1 by St<?te funds, cacn .:)Ca 

teria tp-^be met by recipients 
celve ifid. The actual adminf- 
■-"'-"^-^l i.g.1bi 1 ity . criteria and 



on a f^rau- 
Each .Sta te 



I he l ederai government awards 
la basis,- which must b^f na.tched 1:1 by SUte funds 
determines the el igibi 1 i ty crl teria " 
and selects the students Xo receive 
stratiort ^ of tne program' ( includin 
a\/ard levels) varies from State t^ ' 

'■i ' ■ A 

Ba^s 1 c P rog r am R eg u { reme n t s 

. Each State must designate an of ficl-al agency to acimini- 
ster the program and no Federal dollars. c5n be used to i^upport 
administrative costs. ■ In tiny year when the appropriation ex- 
ceeds $75 mi 11 ion. 'a third of the excess is used as a bonus' to 
encoupge State operation of State student loan program^:' 

Pro ciram Effectiveness ' ^ \ . 

In the first year of operation (1974-75) only 41 Stated 
had ,the1r own grant programs. Currently all States are par- 
ticipating in the SSI& program. 
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4^ (^'lleqo Work $tu% Prograni 

Pro<j|ram Purpos<j 

The purpose of the Callege Work Study Program Is to pro- 
vide financially needy students with part-time employment to 
assist theni In financing their po$tsecondary education. 

Program. . CQveraqe 

In the^ 1979-80 academic year, approximately 990,000 stu- 
dents attending 3,200 institutions will receive CWS assistance 
totalling $5^0 million and averaging $610. 

Funding 

* The appropriation Is -distributed among States according 
to a legislatively prescribed State allotment formula. Within 
States, institutions apply for funds according to their needs. 
Ten percent of the appropriation mhy be distributed, at the 
discretion of the Commissioner of Education. 

PVoqram Operation ^ . • 

\ Insti Lutlons apply directly to the Federal government 
.fo.r CWS funds which must be matched by the school's own funds 
on an 80/20 basis. The amount each school receives is based 
on;it$ prior *year expenditures, the amount available within 
Qach state, and the aggregate need of its ^students. Insti- 
tutions mu$t locate jobs for students either on-campus (for 
publvic or private non-profit schools) or off-campus with 
public or private "pon-profit agencies. Students are gen- 
erally, paid the Federal minimum waga rate. However, schools 
may pay less than that If they request a waiver. Students 
apply directly to their schoo*! and the school selects the re- 
cipients as well as determines the amount of aid each is to 
r^ciive. In this way» the school is pr"ov1ded the flexibility 
necessary to meet individualized student needs, 

Basip Program Requirements 

Graduate or undergraduate students with great financial 
need who are enrolled on at least a half-time basis in a pro- 
gram of studv offered by a participating school are eligible 
for CWS aid. In addition, they must: 
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I- b$ U.S, citizen or permanent resident and In this 
country tor other than a temporary purpose; 

■ ' \ 

2. be in good standing and maUng satisfactory aca- 
demic progress; 

3. not owe > refund on a Title fV grant or be In deV 
, ■ fcUilt on a Title IV Loan ..ecelveo for attendance 

at the same school in whtch they are currently en- 



rn,n J^^'^^tutions must comply with Federal regulations and 
reporting requi rsmenCs in ^rder to partcipate. 



ERIC 



( 



78 



7/19/79 27) 



8. 



TITLE iVi BASXC ORANTS MAXIMUM AWARD AND REDUCTION 



Tn» Propooai 

The Oaoic Granta maximum award will be Jjot at tho level 
required to exhauat ^appropriations whilo fully Cundlng 
Ail Qntitled studenta, unXosa this lovoi 13 iesa than 
$1,800 tor the previous yearja maximum award). In thla 
lYxatanco now redact lon • l^ajnguat^e would be placed into offset, 

Tho new coduction langqago would hold harmless students with 
©n 1 1 tlomenta within $200 of tho maximum award. For other 
studonte the reduction formula is a simple formula where 
the "•percentage- reduv^tian increages as the ontitlement 
dQcroasoa. Th^minimum award would be $200. 



Pr&sent Law 



Currently the ontltloment ceiling is 3Qt in statute and Is 
equ la/a lent to the maximum awatjd If the program la fully 
funded. If t^yQ program la »ot fu'lly funded a multi- 
stage reduction- for'mula goes into oftoct- 

Tho- multi-stage rreductiot^, formula -"provides that ail, v^Vards - 
be reduce'd accord in<3 to procedurf^s specified in tho statute. 
First, awards are reduced by pi^centages determined In the 
statute/ with awards going to high-nood students being reduced 
l^y the smallest percentagtf: Second, if appropriations are 
•^higher or lower than this new level of funcJing, awards are 
increased or docreasod propoirtionatoly until appropriations 
ar*Jt exhausted* ■» 

Re a son 3 t i^r Recommendation 

This proposal inipl i f ies the process which determines the 
maximum awa&d. It eliminates the need for statutory language 
each time the maximum award is to be changed, 

Tho new reduction formula retains th^ Important provision of 
* protecting the most Vneecjy" students. In addition, it eliminates 
the awkward and inequitable ystaircase'; schedule of reduction. 
For example, under thp proposed simple formula approach' a student 
scheduled to receive an award under full fundiiSg of $1,199 will 
be reduced only very slightly more than a student scheduled to 
r^iceive $1201* Under current law, however, the student scheduled 
to receiv.e $1,199 woa Id be reduced to $899 in the first step of 
the reduction while the student scheduled to receive $1,201 ** 
would be reduced to only $l/0t30. This results in a difference/^* 
'*'in award of ovei: $ldO being paid to two students with almost 
exact ly the same need . v ^ 
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';7j:^^^^^ vs> ACTUAL COSTS POK 
KE ClPlEN'fs LIVING Or J Ca^M^U^ (^ QC tion_4n i — 

ThQ Propositi 

A 

Tho AdminiM-i.it ion proposos f.h^t ihh 1 1 tu t ions be uermittod 
us^^ 'ichooi-wiJ.) .iv-iM.je .n tuition ^nJ loo.n and board 
charges to CAlcul.nte tn*} Or.int iw.^rd. 

e> resent Law ^ . 

Actual tuimon and room eind board chacges' must currently be 
used in c.alouUti^ the B.v^ic .^rant award tor student 
iiv M^t.; on campu.^- 

Reasons Ibor KecommendA t ion 



Vhe current Uuv requires i^oUeyes to calcuUte each BKOG 
oa:ied on the recipient '.3 actual tuition 4ind room and board 
coats, thuH addin^r to their adini n 1 3 tra 1 1 ve burden. Using 
averago rather than actual costs will reduce ^the admi n i s trA t 
-burden on tinanci^l aid otticera without increasing co<*t3 
and witiu3ut attecting awards for most students. for example 
aome institutions have more than 30 dinterent student budqeis. 
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0, TITLE IV i SA Sit GFlANT TREATMENT OF VETERANS 

AT5TlTtn?fF^ AND SOCIAL SECURITY 8E'NEri"T? ^ 

(SECTION 411) . 



Th^j_iUi<^ni3cts^lon proposes to reducfl» a student 'a BEOG 
award by an amovjnt ,oqual to half of any Veterans 
^rducation bonoCytc plus halt! of any Social Security 
education bcanedyAts recotved by thi2 student. 

Pregont Law 

Section 41 1 ( V) ( B) ( li t ) spGCviClGS that In caJ^ cv.a a t ing 
tho expected DAjJ\ll.y contribution for depondfjnt gtudoot^ 
one-*halC of ^^iny T^or^ins ec/ucatlon benefits and all of 
any Social Security aducatlon bonQflts racQived^-by th^ 
student are counted as Camily Income ond subsequently 
tttxod at the rat6 ot; lO.^S percent. 

a 0 o n a {: o r R*? co ium<j nd^ t i o n 

The current liberal treatment of V.A. and Social Security 
Benefits results In sonv> students ►roce iving id that 
©KCQods their coat of education- The Administration 
proposal would partially alleviate thoaa "overaward" 
si tua t ions « 
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OONTINUINO Yt.AR TOMdJ ~: ~ ' '.LL'l^t.'y' 

P£egent Law 

:'-;V •^tv^v]C-:i .it,MM)ri.:o .^-yn-.U.? .nro.n i <i t i -muj tor 

5^t^>HOfiJ5 t v)i i^e'/o'mmlritl.tt: ion 

TJv^ptor'0:uW . sii.pl ft, OS prowf.'wn .vln i a m t t . on at rh.i I n^U 1 1 u I t on<:i 
'-.'^.ito an.l r,...iMr.U lev^l^.. v The t^topoiK^^i makes i i Ni, o.^sier for Aid 
- . trois !,y i^t.^-^iJinM one funding pot, in3tefl<l of two, for e<?ch of 

t f\;» H*^ Ol ( t .uiJS . - 

Tho MnuniHtr.iMon proposes lo uv.-ro^is,? the maximum annual SFOG 
ow.ircl to :>i,tlOO. The aq^^res^U^ Sl-OG mA,x Imum wiU be inctVa<»ed 
to ^8,000 lot- 3tuvi-nt^ ip toui-yeae. proijr.ims. Tor f?tudents 
•.>ru-oUr^d m o ti-'e-ye^r under. K''»clu^^te pro.jram or determined by 
tbe institution to need t we y«dra to complete /x course of 
Htod-y m>rm«lly ri^quicino tout years, t!.e ^qqre^jato SrOG maximum 
will be mccQASQd to f 10,000- ' ' 

I'r e^ncnt Law * . , 

- s ' ■ \ 

r^eaent l.iw sped t ies that the maximum annual SEOG aw.ird is. ' 
Tl. ,SOO.i. The atjcjre^ate SfcOG maximum is currently $4,Q0O for 
t-f?qular students and $S,000 for stutlents enrolUd in a five- 
year undrn'^radaate progrm or determined by the institution 
to ne.9(J a fifth year to compute a program that normally 
c©.qulre9 Pour y^ara, 

SgL^.^IL-.^lQr R '^commandat iojp 

The pr0>O3al rQCoqnl7.^s tho tncc<?afjed colieqts cpsta borne ' 
by today's! atudonta. 
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0, Xiy^t XVi STATE STUDE NT INCENTIVE GR ANT PUOGRAM 

Th« AdmtaUtratlon c^commenda that tho corrent matching 
of Told": State eomds" b« phaaod oot- Thd goal.U that. 
F©d«rsni dollars b« matched only wxth now St^ito doll^sra. 

During th« phiia^*ln period n^w Stiit<5 doll^ra would bo mtxtchod 
dOO p^TCQnt \h% first year they are allocated while old 
St-Ate doll«ra would be matched on A, declining rate, Tho 
eir«t year new Conds wcyuld be matched 100 p^rcont and old 
funds matched ^it 00 p<src(jnt^ In tho second ye^r now Cundo 
would be nv\tcty«d ,iit 100 percent and old funds m^tchod evt 
60 petrcent. ,Dy th« titth year only uqw funds would bo 
«liglbl«j for the Federal match- 

For oxample, consldoc .a ,Stato that 'in 1900 contrtbutoa $500,000 
to the S3IG program and in 1901 cOntrlbutaa $600,000, In 19-81, 
th© Sta'^to would receive a' 100% Fedtsral match on $100,000j on 
th<s remaining $500^000 it woMTd recelvo an 80% B^ederal match. 
If th<i Stato mcreasod Xts Investmont In^SSIO to $700,000 
In 1982, tt would r«^caive a 100% Foderai match on $1^0,000 
artcj ;i 60% Fedoral m^rtch on the remaining $600,000, Dy 1905, 
th<i Sta^c would only rocetve Fedoral matching for funds in p 
exceoo of those contrtbutod in 1904. ^ ^ 

Soctlon <113C requires dollar^-for-dol lar matching State 
fundu which repreaerU an increase in scholarship expendi- 
tures over the banc year — defined aa tho second Jear 
before the State entered the SSIG program- Thca^J range 
from 1972 to 1975. 

R^g^aona Jot Recomme ndation 

> 

Some States with matui^e scholarahip programs increased their 
V. acholarahip expenditures at a rapid rate and now need incen^ 
tives to continue to increase their expenditures (rather than 
.b«> tempt^Kl -to retrench to a level which bately meets mainte- 
nance of effort requirements). At the same time, about 20 
States have eatAbliahed wholly new scholarship^ programs In 
order to quality for SSIG funds; \x^at of theae States have 
y^'^-^arely b«?t;tn able to increase thei r S tate expend! tu res fast 
enough to quality for their SSIG aVlotments. Four gtates 
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Tho Prppc^al ; ^ • ' ' . 

The Admin l*ftrdt;lon pxoppsoa 'to Include language in tho Cojl^g^ 
Work-Study ^C6W) statute <!jncour(ig ing Institutions- toi 

o 3«nd CWS parttcipan.t? Into junior and senior hi^J^^ 
'schools to ihitorm secondary nchooi gtud^ntcj and their 
•phron'ts about Ftaderal student alfl "and *to provide 
tutoring to na&dy students- ' • 

O Placfe TOre,- han<^icappQd students in G^S jobs- 

, ' o Cr<iatrf -CWS jobs Chat provlde^ ^ervicoa ntjoded by 
{ handicapped students such as reading "tor -the ^» 

blind, intorpret'ing for th<i deaf, and pushing 
' . wheol chairs. ' 

.V . , ' ■ i 

PBQSQnD^' Law , . i t • . 

Those uaesi of OfiS. Cun^ls v^rould bo pOssibJLei but ar,e not 
3pQCiCica*i\ly p^rmi t t^*iJ aod encouf aged , under the existing 
8t^tut< 




^yhe propo&Al provide'3 tutorial -^aerv ic(?s an^J much-needed, 
infprmation iibodt; ' Fedei^al student Cinancial hid to q;BCondary 
3tu^©frti!. and , enhances educational oppoi^tiin i'ties for- handi- 
qnppecl 9tud<int3 while providing intetresting and' f ul f il 1 ing 
Vork exp^€"*',tenceg for CWS participants. 
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„ACTx TITLE IV 



P«^t ^ T^M r„ u comply with tho pfovlalons u. 



1 




I >• 



B". TITLE IV I A PACKAGIHG FIUHPWO«K (SCCTJ^eW 40 4) 



P«<rk/tg^!n^ oC gtu^nt aid progcamr ftt: -^n IndW.tdu^^l . 
Stiodein't;^ U jbftdt hatidl^d at,"'^Wlf5/l"(vjjtl1;ut^o^)«l..^ilevnl^ 
^nd s>tu(ie<xt> Clnar>.cUi ^ tfrf fic'^rtt' muot be able t;o ' 
*txftr<5l«4v.d ion Irt Uii* prp^^^i^A fox* thii i:«a.^dn, ' 

k into vKltJh iir.i'$t"*.tud<5nt a i'd ..pAcK.igea will- fair, 



CH -A- neVd-bas^d loan jl^ l;he? Ust. layer^ Of the p^ickage 
"l.*^ wlUv th«\amourft of th li&\n ing that whl^^h" u^'inalna 
■ -^t-£^c t"lie family coatt-lbut ion, ail othoc avA^labU 
36art^^?'-(»C*tinani»L«*;.' a\d/^An<^ a ^j^andatd. contclbutlon 
' ^I'ottr sb^diO'Yit' 8eie-><*lp" ar^ ou&tr^cted jf rom th^ strident 
f coji't of ^Gdu;cAt: loriV* ^ 



qualify for a n\lte3rfc>^^LP^ Ift^ * gtudtjnt muat 
A^^iier^bqt.^' $300 wof ttv t?.^ V«ilf]^h^-fpV iJV the form of 
•WorTc-fi'tuciV.>--'uaBubs idltffd work', oil a , loan that is not 
* nded-based^^ v 



TO 
/CO'^n 




havQ ^^gccetiOn' to Vaiv« the 
«al circj^imatano^s and would 
Id log ho^ much what type of 
Xrajnawork of assistance , 



The 'student ^id officer wo.u 
. self-help" requlr^irmeft^ In^Ji 
.'x etaliv. ^espo5\s^lblllty fot 
atid 'should fl^jsili- out/thl^s 
for,, a giv^fn IruHyidui^l. 

Current Law ' \^ 

Th« i^w im'pll'es t,h^t the Baalo'Grant <jhpu Id th* foundation 
,.or -fTrst layer o f ' a -Student ' a f Inane lal id package . However, 
ther->e Is no overall packag Ing ' ph i losophy contained in current 
law. ' , . 



""Re^sona for ■ Recomftifendat ion 



Existing packaging 'pra<^t ices o f te^/produce Inequitable 
results. Stud^rxt>s with similar needs often c^r?feive 
dlffVre'nt, packages'. A few institutions have 'gone, go 
.f-ar as tl<? burden ^tud^Dts with large loans, wltho^^t 
f ic3t.'mv<fi3^igating their e 1 ig lb 1 1 ity ,f ox^ ^as ic Gran ta , 
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Pay®. ^ - a. Pookaqinq FrnffQwork ■ - ' ' ' ' 

-^hen couplod wu:h a single n«,,da analysis 3v?.u«., will' " 
ii^k!^^'^:;^ <"or« uaieor,,.uy and .quUy Into at^dont «ld 
^^Kd.)i(,«.} whiU it eiiQ same li.tic ma mt-s in ing ClQUbiilty 

Umvc oaroacb wlH have o.^.tc^r H i ty to o.rod ic\- th« ' 
Cyp.K, an,j .pounta u th.y ar. Ul-lv St. . > 
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The Administration pvoponal *r«l«t*a to AOor<5d 1 ta tlon 
i\fC#cts institutions^ applying fo* ^J^l Higher ^Iducjitlon 
Act programfi, ^not juat. th<! Title programs . 

Tt)e Admtnift trntton pcopoaea t9 sever coraplotely thd 
link botwoeVi prlvij^ta accreditation and institutional * 
eligibility tov Higher Education Act program^. The 
proposal would: ' . 

o El imina t* accred 1 tat ion as a statutory roquirQ- 
ment for institutional eligibility for Fligher 
Education Act prog rams - 

o Maintain and place greater roliance on the 

existing statutory requirement that an inatltu- 

tion must be legally authorized by the state in w^ich 

It operates- 

o Continue adminiatrative actiong to^oivfocce/ dt. 
t ^ Q P 5*5^5 , ji ' requirements for roaponslEle 
TnstTFut lonal management of Fader^il funds. 



adVnt 



o Strengthen studVnt inforiuatlon requirements so 
that students an^ parents can make rtvore Informed 
* decision^ about where to spend their education 
dollars. 

.Present Law ^ 

— ^ 

Accreditatipn 1^ one Of sevveral tequlrements that a 
po^ taeCondary institution must hwet to estAblish threa- 
hold efligibillty for Highe^Education Act programs. 
T^eyond thl$ threshold, eligibility, an institution 
must also n»et the specific eligibility requirements 
of individual programs.) For the purposes of this 
threshold eligibility process/ the Higher Education 
Act requires the Commissioner to "publish a list of , 
nationally recognized acctediting agencies or associ- 
ations which he determines to be reliable authority as 
to the quality of training offered." Over the years, 
the pfflce of Education has developed elaborate ^ 
regulations and review procedures to determine which 
accreditation agencies ^are suitable for inclusion on 
the Commissioner's Ildt;'. 
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^Re^i oons f or Recorfim ertdat loh 

groblemg wich th^ extottng sy sCQni ' 

tAfter carefuli; study,, the Administration h^js come 
to the tirin oOnciusion that reltjincG on private 
. •^^-^■»-*<^^ii^-<^t ion - eor^ej^al_je 
Joes n<^)t ensure vsfise in^^s tmen t of PcHle'i^ "^ol lar.s . ' 
^In 9 tea J, It J , 

' 'n ; . - ^ 

Eacooracies t\i<5 prol iteration of accreditation 
. agonciGs { m(y>y oft which are superfluous to tho 
F'ed<^ral el,icf Ibil ity f)rod^ss)7 < 

, - -ore.ites neeauap paperwork ior institutions, 
.accredU|-uj a^^encie^, and the Fcdoril ^jovitrrv- 
ment; 

- Most K-nportantly misle^ids students and 

their parents'" .into beliovinvj that-tho Federal 
•jovornij^ent vouches for the^ quality of any ^ 
educational institution or program that - 
receives famis under t^lie High^er Educat ion' Act . 

' •» 
"_Q ^^ ^^e Adrnini.9^ £aU0n_pr^^ 

The Administration proposal: 



^ccredita 1 1 Oa_^3JlC!£J_^ t^do_^ 
the A J m I n i 3 1 r aTTon propo^a T does not cons t i t uLe 
a 3tai:ement of d i 33a b is Cac t ion wl th^'pr i va te ' 
accreditation. On the 9ontra{:'y, the proposal* 
reflects our concern . about ii;il£PJ10£r l.£tj?_^s^ oC 
^y:creditinq agencies by tho'Tederal "qov^qrrii^ 
These agencies rendered valuabliA service to ^he 
postsecondary .education coimnunity long bejfore 
the Federal government became' 'involved In their 
activ^itiesj wa expect that they will continue 
to do so when th^ir tie to the Cinder ai govern- 
ment is severed. in fact, we believe that our 
proposal will ej^ihaince ^thc vitality of most 
private accredttTng ag^^nciGs by ''freeing them 
from tntrusivQ Federal regglation and pressures 
to take on inappropriate acl;ivities that at^e 
unrelated to their central mission of assessing 
the quality. of education. 
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Cuta down on bureauc racy and pa perwork Cor t ho 
instituTlona i 

- Will jp romp t cltlz^ng to force the States to take ' 
qreat^er r^spons ibllTXT^for ^^^^ qual 1 ty. o? i^ducjTt 
ofj^etQ^ by inat witKl n th^^jr borders 

" Doo 3_not mi 3 1 Q^^_ student a and PA^Q"^_g 

fKe propoial gives students and parents the ultimate^ 
rosponai^biiity for the quality of the education thoy " 
purchase, but informs them about how to exercise 
that, responsibil I ty intelligently- 

Saves JtK^ne^ ' - . / 

xRe^ proposal frees for al terna t i ve and more 
productive uses the $1 million currently spont 
by the Federal government to monitor accrediting 
agencies . 
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TJCTLE IV; INSTITUTIONAL SLIGIB ILITY STANDARDS OF 
♦ AD MINISTRATIVE AND flSCkCWSf^dtiS ftlttfTW^ ^' 

i^gOUIR^^Mg^iTg: P6ft PR6vI5ji6Ml5r^^-bb fiW IMFCnMATiON 

(gggTION^ 4fS and jljjg"^ ■ 



Til® oo Qga I 

^ ^^^."j ^L'?!^, of o^imlnl stratlve and fl^sc al roopon a ibl I i ty 

Th« Adnrtin tatcation proposes thflt Titl© IV clearly 
enum«rate ataadflrda of admin iat^ntive And fiscal 
responsibility ag ^ prerequisite for institutional 
eli'jlbUlly for ctudent <ai1 funds^ These standards; 
woulvi include i ns 1 1 tu c tonal a^^reerr^ont to provld© 
validation and record-kooping support. The Com- 
^ n^iaslon^r would-be requiVod to und<artake a study 
■to determine? mlnimjally acceptal^la drop-out ratesj. 
Which could then be i ficorpora t«d into the standards 
tor el iqlbil ity- 

"/ » 

° ^^^-g^iXM'Qj^^g . fQT: the pro vision o£ st ydont informatio n) 

iThe Administration proposes tok make ths existing 
-^student information requ t remer^^^^ound In Section 
4 ^3 A a preri^quisi.te , for instiuJ^^nal Qll^ibility 
, for the student aid programs (V^thor than i3lniply a 
use to which Inst i tut ionsj roeeviving administrative 
coat allowancos muat put thos^ funds), Fui>thQ'r, 
insti tutidns wouTd bo tequired to provide information 
to all students and potential students. In addition 
to thos^ information items presently required , all 
inatitutions will have toj)rovidQ information about 
drop out ratos, the ir -^ef v3(fid pollcioa, about services 
and facilities for hailpica^pGd students, and those 
institutions that claim to^ prepare students for 
employment In specific fields will have to provide 
' placement data on recent gradua't^s- v 



Present law does not requ ire ' insti tutlons to provide 
information as a condition for eligibility. Institu- ' 
tions receiving admipistrative cost allowances are 
required to yse these funds first tq provide, on 
request/ the types'of student information listed in 
section 493 A, including information about financial 
aid, tuition and other costs, refund pqllcies, and 
academic programs. 




Present Law 
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ThQ current Uw dooa not 3«t specific atandarda for 
admlnlfltrat lv« And Ciacal roapono lb U i ty . 

R^aaona for Recomm endation 

Th« Administration ptM5po«ala would make tn»t 1 tiit lone 
receiving Federal atudent Cinai^clal aid more account-' 
ablQ to atud^nto, parontd, and tho Federal govornmdnt- 
Spocieic shandardo and r«qulrem«nt3 will mak«> onforcQ- 
ment oasUr. I^nprov^d accoas to information will 
improve otudQntg' ability to make informed declaloaa 
about wh«r« to spend thoir ^ucatlon dollar^, therebV 
Improving the « e f ect 1 v^nftaa of th^ F«doral invrtatmenh 
in atud^n t aid . 
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woHK-:iTUDy — f ivi: t>eHCfc:NT cauhv ovi:i< (section 49?) 



1. \ 



Tho Administrotion proposes to aSlow Inaci tot^ions to 
cjicry^ torv^^ard up to c iVtj percont 01 thexr SuppUm<*ntal 
^.r<iiu "^ikI voll.sjt* ,N;or;:< -Study tunti^i Crom on«,tundinq year 
t ) t Aii next. 

r I • • i\ o_{ ^ t^ U , 

Prftscat law proyujl<ia no carry ovor provision tor thos« 
proqcama* ^ 

Thtj pi.V'>3-"^i >/in Aflsirst tinancial ."iid ot't icers to *m.,inaqe 
tun«.J?3 tor- thene provjr^sns i.iore ot*t loient.ly. 
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F. TItLE IVt A D HINISTRA'nvg ALLOWAHCE TO INSTITUTION 

TWfwrny — '^^'f^—^ ■ -~ 

' / * 

Pay th« fnatitution $10 for ench ^tud^nt Aid ^r«c Ipi^nt . 
Prjaont Law 

Pbtr'Dftalc Grants «)^d GuAraoteed Student LOAn3 tho atatutQ 
pcrmi^a « paymoat of $10 for «ach recipient in each of theao 
two programa. Also, for tha 'Campus^baaed programs — 
Supplemantal Grant»> Direct Student Loang and^ollegc Work -Study 
— institutions ara p^r^^^itted to uao up- tx> . 4 percent of their 
allocation under those* tiHree prograios, not to exceed $33:5,000, 

Ra a 3 on 3, f o r Ra <^ P"y^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ - 

The proposal makes life oasier for atud^n.t aid officers and 
institutions by providing a g ingle , re 1 i able source of funds 
to meet expenses associated wi th Ehe administration of s.tudent ^ 
aid funds. ^ 



I 



95 ^ - , 



3 • . 



TJio^ Progoaal 



Current Law 



Ex,.tirv, .tn.r.ut-j .io not ^a„,l.-,te n 3 1 'vj 1 e Cor.Ti. 

/ 
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a. TITCE IVi A SINGLE NglS^S ANALYSIS SYSTEM (SeCTION 49 4 ) 
Th» PcQpoaal 

The Administi^at ion seeks statutory authority to develop 
And implement a single needs analysis system for ali 
Federal need-based student assistance programs. The 
single syste^n would be developed in close consultation * ^ 
with reproaentat'ivea of colleges and uniyersitles and 
the private organizations^ that ^ire currently involved in 
needs Analysis. The new 'system would be subject to 
C<bngr ess ional review as is the present family Contribution 
Schedule used for the Ba3tc Grants Program. ' Of course, 
aid administrators would continue to have flexibility to 
make adjustment for unu5fual s tudent ■ c ir cums tancea in the 
campus 'based programs. 

^Present Law ^ 

The two major methods currently in use for the calculation 
of a family's ex'pected contribution to a student's e^ucatio 
are the Basic Grants Family Contribution Schedule and the 
Onif-orm Methodology. In the B£0G program, award 'size Is 
determined through the Basic Grant Family Contribution 
Schedule. For the remaining Federal aid programs, either 
the BEOG schedule or the privately developed Uniform 
Methodology or other methods approved by the Commissioner 
may be used to determine need. 

Reasons for Recommendation ^ 

Application of one niethod of determining a family*8 • 
expected contribution do^s not produce the same results 
as application of another ' method . Thechoice of the 
rfiethod influenxsLeS the amount Qf the student*8 "need", 
and consequently the amount oft4nancial aid he or she 
receives* This uscjj of different calculations to dis- 
tribute student, aid results in complexity, confusion, 
and inequity Cor students and parents-- . * 

Development and use of a singlo system would simplify 
prograiih administration and make the Federal -award- 
making process more consistent, predictable, and equitable. 
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^' TJTLE ly I DEF I N ITION OF DEPENDENT AND 

• * 

The Proposgii * 

^11 studonts under the age ^3 wiU be rogarded' as 
'l?£^n^L^ students — - whethQr -vrlaimod on ^heir parent''? 
income tax Corrn or not -^^ unless these studciUs 'have 
depondentg oC their own. 

' * »i 

Students who are over age 22 will be classified aa 
indepgndont if they have not boon claimed on their 
parangs incomes .tax form for the past year. 

Presen t Law ; 

An ind<5po^ridjnt student is currently defined as oL who 
tor the year prior to the award period and for the two 
calendar yoars in which the i\ward poriod occurs wasi 

o not claimed as a dependent on his parents' ta.xi 
form; 

o not residing with his parents tor more than six 
weeks each year; 

o not receiving nvDre thhn ,$750 in cash or in kiad 
from his parent(a) during any year. 

Students who do not meet these three criteria are ^ 
classified as dependent . . ' 

Rea sons for Recom mendation 

• ' — " — — • _ . ^ 

'A student would of ter^ be eligible for larger aid awards 
It he or she were classified as independent than if he * 
or she were clarified as dependent. This raay encourage 
some students, particularly those from higher income 
families, to decla^re themselves independ^ntf, thereby 
relieving parents of financial obligations for college 
costs incurred by their children. 



* 
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Though th« current cl«flnieion of ind*p«nd«nt student iff 
bas«d on thr«o criteria, ^ni-y ono can actually be. 
verified — whether or not the student was claimed aa a 
dependent on his or her parent (a) Federal Irfcomo Tax 
return. 

The Adinin titration proposal would (1) reaffirm parenbi5il 
responsibility for financing a portion of po« taecondary 
education expiftns^s, (2) prevent students from declaring 
independence solely for the sake of claiming Federal aid, 
«\nd (3) provide a more enforceable standard to determine 
independence , 
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• •/ ■ 

AND BAilL ANU «SUPFLt::Mi::jrAL U)a\NS Pt^OCLOUUtS i'0\i 

l)E'n:{^Hi:n:AQ o^t^-'CA.^iPus living costs (section ) 



J- TIl'Lfc: IV 



Tae Adnurustrat ion seeks statutory authority to 3*^t 
s/;eo<tcic projciures in' schools to LoUo.v m detetTiinuM^ 
Uviivi ooHt^B. t.^r oct-ca.K.is s t.wi-n t s • aoo i v i a.j tor S^xool^^- 
.M'^nc.U ur.mcs, CoUeie v>/o rlv-s t^dy , jinu. Basic mkI i5apoi,>- 
i-ntai Lo^as. .-.10 ■)t-oc-duc-s wiU mcUiue data uatrieL-i.ui 
ijyquirements to deterniLne the reasonaoie cogts Cor 
transportation, books, room, board and mi see I Uneous 
livin^j exp^n^es- 

.^^re sent Law 

Pre>jent law allows institutions tail d'lsci^^tion in 
determmirtcj the 1 1 v uuj costs pet.nitted r or^5>li^oampu3 
3tiulent:3 Lor the puruose3 ot ca l eu I :i 1 1 tkj e 1 i-Ij i i i ty 
tor the ca..ipus-i>ased (6l:0G, CWS, ^nd NDSL) procj\nis«. 

* ? ■ - * ' 

l:^g.Jig52fIM!lg."^ t ion 

The GAO has discovered wide, ot ten unexp la i naoXo , 
variations, a.nonci scho/as m the Livmy co3t3 allowed 
tor otf-canipus students in 'calculating award amounts 
uiuier ^che ca.nous-ba 9j?d programs- The Adm in i 3 Lra i ion 
proposal wili prevrfnt less scrupulous schools 1 rom 
ootainin^j an unwarranted share ot the c^impus -ba^^d 
funds. 
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* 'TITLE IVt STANDARDS ACADEMIC PROGRESS 



TITLE IV t STANDARDS OE i 



ThQ Proposal ^ , 

Raquira that a student financTal ^id recipient must 
«ucc«asfully complate at least 50 percent of the 
course load undertaken uAing Title IV aid during a 
given period of enrollment (usually the preceding 
academic year) in ord«r to be eligible for Federal 
aid in a subsequent period of enrollment. 

A student not meeting this rule would not be eligible 
for further funding untfl he dt she had made up the 
appropriate number of credit hours — >not at Federal 
escpense. Students making up the credit hours would 
not have to be enrolled at J^east half time. 

This requirement would be waived for demonstrated 
hardship c^lrcums tAnces . 

Pyesent Law 

Present law Indicates that to be eligible for Title IV 
financial assistance, an enrolled student must be "in 
good standing" and making "satisfactory progress" — 
as defined by the instiitut^lon — toward completion of 
his or her program of study. 

Reasons for Recommendation ^ 

Current law permits institutions to define the tormo 
"in good standing" and "satisfactory progress" any 
way they wish. The standardj^ at some institutions are 
simply continued- enjrollment* Some institutions ^arry 
a student on academic probation indef inately* Others 
allow, the student to drop-oVit and t;jlidn bo readmitted 
upon request. This aitu«tt>ion creates the potential 
for possible fraud and a^Use of finhncial aid funds 
by students and institutions- Institutions facing 
declining enrollments and budget* cut-^backs will be 
tempted to define **in good stand i-ng** and "satisfactory 
progress" very loosely in order to maintain ^he flow 
of Federal student aid dollars to- their campuses. The 
Administration proposal would curb this potential for 
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abuse by requlrimj all studenLs to meet minimum standarda 
of acadeftUc ^progre?33 . Taxpayers will be ensured that the 
Fodorai investment in stu<;lerU aid is not being wasted. 
Student aid recipients will be encouraged to take seriously 
their roapons ib ^ 1 i ty to study and reap maximum benefits 
from the educa t ion^^ opportunities they have received. 
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L. TITLE IV I EXTENSION OF CIVIL AND CRIMINAL 
PENALTIES PROVISION TO COVER ALL TITLE IV 
PIN#CIAL AID PROGRAMS (SECTION 499) 



Th« PropoaaX ^ 

Tho Administration proposes to establish apaclflc criminal 
and civil penalties eor individuals and inetitutioas con- 
victed of fraud or abuse related to an^ 'iMtle IV finiyiclal 



" Pr^aont. Law ^ ^ 

Section 440 of the Higher Education Ao^ man4atea su^jt^ific 
pena;.tiea for fraud and abuse lii the Guaranteed S^<jdent 



aid program. ^ 





investment in student financial aid. 
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VII. Hiq he^r l':daaat.io n . Act: Tlblo r v^ Part A, 3ut)parb 4 

J • *• ♦ 

The purpose oC the TRIO procjrains Upward Bound (UD), Tjaiont 
Soarcn ( ) , Spcouil Services i:or Disadvant^^ged Students (StiDti), 
i:ducaU w:5n V)pt:>9irtuni ly Cerrteta (iCOOs), «nd i>orvico Loarning 
Centers (^UCs) — is to help low-income youChg to onter, continuG, 
^ or resume pos ts^condaty (iducatxon by supporting programs which 
•provide a-vajrioty ot needed servicos. Th^so aervlces include 
lt^f:oemation about doq tsecondary *oppor tun i t lea r r^Jmediation, 
and counsolmg. ' * 

* <^i'C^li^t'3 .5ce made to ^li^ibie ^pplic^ints tor pro'grams dos ignod 
to doiiver these seirVlcQs to youth t^rom lovirincome famiijiGS who 
Tiave academic pott^ntial; but may lack adGcJ^iato socondary school 
tjreparat ion; a r^ ^fViiy s loa 1 1 y h^nd icapp'ed j are d isadvant^god^ because 
ot <i^(itQ rural isoUtionr have limited F.nqliah-spenKi^g nbvlity; 
<4X acG'trooi a ;iJ<2pcived_^v^ducational , cultural, o^ economic 
ba-ckgtound» * >^ 

,^ • c * ■ 

The 'individual programs support activities a-s followst 

o upw ard Bound is a program Cor youth from low- income \ 
7ami 1 iGs who have academi c , po te*h t ial but lacK 

adecjuate secondary Bchool preparation. Through | 

t9^!Jidential summer sessions or Saturday classes/ 

remedial instruction, tutoring, and counseling is 

providfjd parCi^^cipants, , In FY 1979, about 50,000 

atoden'ts will pacti^cipate In Upward Bound programs, 

ate a cost ojf*$61 million. 

J 

o *ra Ion t Search funds pro;)ect8 which identify and 

encouraqtj cjualified students with financial need to 
en'rpil^in postsecondary programs, by providing 
counsel-iJig and information about educational career 
• gptions and available 'student aid. In 1979/ over 
2fOO/000 student^a will bQ served at a cost of $15.3 
miliion* 

« - 

o Special Ser^^lces for Disadvantaged Students provide • ^ 
-remedial and supportive services to enrolled s tuden ts 
t/ho have educational , ^cultural or ecofvDmic n^ods- 
Almost 600 projects will b€^ supported in 1979 at a 
coat of $55 million. Th^y will serve about 170,000 
g tuden ts. 
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o ggupAtixon Opporturuty C^ntQC6 aca oef-Ga\npu« .centers 
which provide counaaiing .*nd Information service to 
proapectlvQ studen^3 prior to enrollment and tutoring 
<iftefr enrollments. In 1979, $6.3 milll6n supported 
about 30 projects 100,000 students. 

O Servi,ce Learning Cer^tera support activities aimilar 
to Special Services. this program is unfunded. 
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r 

Ch.inqe th« language ihe beqjlnnlnq ot the Subpart on T9IO 
UiMKM.U >;.v,i-.vn6 tor Stu.J«nt3 from Di sadv^tnta-^Mi D^vck^i ronni) 

ibe the iHo^r^^mVs mxsaion and Ite bo«ic taryet pop-/ 
ul^tion. The aev l.myu <vje would mj^Ko explicit i 

o that th« overall mio^ton of TRIO la to provid*^ 
V ftccoaa to and cot«nt^:>n In pvogtams of ppot- 

» „ '^ieoond;try education; 

o th^t the eluiible populations aro prlmartjly, but 
iiot exclucj^vely, t^conomic^i iy d Isadvanteiggd . 
Economic disadvanta^ement Is detlpts^d as a family 
income of 150 percent of the provailing poverty 

Prese nt Law " 

The pro>Kam purpose anj general student eligibility lanquaqe Ig 

potential , Uck adequate ... preparation in" and applioo to 
.Ml Hv^ TRIO programs without regard to their major program 
d I -It I net ions. Therg is no language th.nt claaitly describes 
th« mission of the TRIO programs, or opecUlc language that 
.<Ji3ttnqMi3hG8 pr6granv services, target group^, and grantoe 
<5l igibtnty in line with each program's omphogla. 

Re ason for Recommia nd/i M .-in ^ 

^y clearly stating TRrO'a mission and gon^ral target population 
In the umbrella languago, tfio cpntugion caused by the current 
genoraj language {nuch aa academic potential, inadequate 
s«condry school preparation, and phj/sicafly handicapped) 
will be removed. ^Simplified eligibility criteria for each 
program will be written into eaCh lospective section. (Soo 
n6xt proposal.) These criteria will relate only to the 
emphasis of the irtdlvlcKfnl program. 
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C. TITKg j;Vt "TRIO- — EL IGIDILITY REQUIR KHBNTS FOR 

K * 

♦ 

Tht MminiJtrfttion propoa«5 to d«scrib« •ligibility r«quir«m«nta 
Cor «ach progriwn Gatttg6ii»y. Th« following critorlA ar« propocadi 

~» ^ 

o Upwfiyd DQund (Up) would tr«Quir« only economic 

dl5advant«9%mtut («t 150 percent of tt\% provailing 
poverty lnd«x). ' 

o 3p#qU1 Sfrvic^ i would r^quira oconoinic 

d Isad^^n t«g«m«nfc ( 150 percent of th« prevailing poverty 
index) and educational diaadvantag^diment , ualng the 
Col lowing Coirrnula t 

Fqr' 2/3 of the par ticipanta , economic an4 educational 
didadvan tagement 

— F6r 1/3 of the participants, educational di»~ 
advan tagement 

o Talent Search (TS| and EdQp^tion Opportunity Centera , 
fEQCn) would requtra partioipanta to reeide in 
deaignated geographic areas characterized by high 
concentrations of low-income residents. Priority 
would be given 
lowest incomes 



^would be given to residents ^of those areas with the 



yvqg^nt taw 



Current law does not set specific economic eligibility criteria. 
Nymeroua other el ig ibj.1 i ty qualifiers, such as 4Physically\ 
handlcapi^ed and rurally isolated are included kh the statute. 

Reason for Recommendation 

Th#re is a need to specify target groups for each program* 
Es^tabliahing 15P percent of the poverty level as economic 
disadvnntagement would qualify certain marginal low-incorgo 
groups who are currently turned away. Using this as the sole 
criterion for Upward Bound eligibility would aj^low. educationaily 
disadvantaged students as woli sIb academically better prepared 
students to participate- This is important for special emphaa is 
Upward Bound pr%3jects that ^^cus on such areas as science or 
mathematics . , ^ 
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who eanno n.j,ot the economic crUorlon, but. are 'in ac^idomlc 
n6«jJj, wouUi f,o ablo toVrttclpato because of the uee of Jh. 
e.iu,-MionM TJi,.dv«nt^.g«.ent criteria. Th I . -woutd addrLs 
the «6vlou« .-^ttrtUon pfobl ems f «c inq m«ny minority and 
.MlucationaUy d i sa.ivontoye.i students. VO-^i^V and , 



^ ■'.l '^^''^'•'^f ''>n-''l. Opportunity »«ntel-a [iroor-ams 

^ M . ;l.u:,Hl Ln o.n«u« -de t e r mined low-lnvome arfa..^^ % 

-.ould o,.„ununity-;,.,sod and elujibiUty would bo deter^Wj ' 
by >jeo,rat.hJc ^.rea r^>th«r than by individual ^^^v^ctollsUct 
an r.^^d"^' IT," ^''"^^^^ ^^om« parsons 

sorvu,.^. This would olt:ninat« the see.Tiinqly d Iscr i min-a torv 
'u^':^:l^^! ^^^^^ "^^'^^ ^^-^^^--^ oe'^ln^r"^^ 
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0. TITLE IV > TRIO — COttSQ LIDATK TALENT SEMlfH AND EDUCATIONAL 

Thti Administration propos«a con»oll idating Talent Sonrch (Ts] 
and Educational' Opportunity Centers (EOC) into one program 
targ^t^d to g«Ographic locations with high con</«ntration« 
oC low-Income residentis. Although all residents of the , * 
targeted area could apply to the new programr first priority 
Cor service would be given to the Xowe^t income por«oni?i. 
The proposal woyld make mediuniiSize grants available uniformly 
Ijliroughout the country. 

Present Lav 

Talent Search and Educational Oppbrtunity Centers Currently 
are separately authorized by Sections 417B(b)(l) and 417B(b)(4) 
of^ the Higher Education Act. 

Re ason Cor Rec ommendation 

The two pt'ogram^^ perform similar services arid in some cases 
they operate in the same geographic area. Talent Search, however^ 
concentrates on youth while Educational Opportunity Centers 
tends to focus on adults-' 

Con«<>l idation would eliminate artificial eligibility distinctions , 
duplication of services and costO/ and bolster cui^ent Talent 
Search budgets. 

(Average size grants for TS are now $6Q,000 and for EOC, $250,000) < 
Coot savings associated with consolidating straff and operations 
would occur in a few areas. * . 
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j^|^^-X^iO:Ll^ LEARNING CENTER 

The Propdajjq 

-Hopenl. the Servic. :.e ,t-n mi, ^L'ent'^t- (S:.C) authoi/ity. 

\ 

Tho SLC ttuthot Uy^l«j contained in Section 4 } 7 { B ) ( b ) ( 5 ) .. 

The SLC program category was estiiblish^d by Uhe Educ^ltlon 
A..encJmeni:s ot 1976, U has never ^^eca Ued an aporopr la 1 1 on . 
IL 13 an on-campu3 pro<^ ra,rr cai'l m/ Cor remediation and other 
Intention serv ices wh ich duplicate Special Services for - 
Disadvantaged Students (S3DS) activities 
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TITLE IVi VETEIUVNS COST Of INS'nUJCTlON PROGRAM 



opoanl 



Tlfn AdmlnXa tra t ton g^ropogas to givo new emphasis to th<5 
probA«n\8^ oC handicapped and mcatcerated veterans* it 
proposfjs to Gxp<and th« category of v«tori>na for which 
tnatitntlona receive bonua paymonta under the Voterans 
Co3t of Xnatcuccion Program to lnclad!5 theao groupQ. 
Mor6ov^»r, the Administration pcopoaoa to QXtand t,n.^ti-- 
tutional cooperation and th« eCClciont aiXoc^ition of 
resources und*tr VCXP by eiliowing formation of conaortia 
involving any institutions .which ar^ Independently eligible 
tor participation I> the program, ^ V 

Prov en t L aw 

Payments to tnatitutiona under the Veterans Cost-oC 
Instruction Program are currently calculated on the ba^ta 
of two categories I (1) enrollment of undergr&duAte veterans 
who ace eligible for VA b^n^tlts; (2) enrollment of veterans 
whq received speciAl VA benefita for the educationally dis- 
advantaged. This latter category is the basts for bonus 
payments in Section 420(b)(1)) j under the Administration ;3 
proposal, hisndtcapped and Incarcerated veterans would be 
added to this category. ^ i 

ipresent law allows Institutions to f 6rm^ consor tis for par- 
ticipation in the veterans; Cost of Instruction program 
only If the institutions JEorming the consortia ha\re enroll- 
ments under 2500.' (Section 420(c)"(i)), This size limitation 
would be removed for institutions which are independently 
eligible to participate |^ the program. 

fi^^^pn, for Recpmm^ndA tlon ^^ 

The special needs of handicapped and incarcerated veterans 
have received increased recognition. Uy including the handi- 
capped and the incarcer^^ted in the category of veterans 
counted for bonus payments under the Veterans Cost of Instruction 
Prpgram, the JVdmlnis tration ;s proposal will§focus special 
new atteutlvon on especially needy veterans* Allowing larger 
institutions to also £orm consortia for participation in 
the Veterans; Cost 'of Instruction Program will enable such 
institutions to eng^^ge in greater cooperation and thereby 
allocate their resources more efficiently and target necessary 
services more sped c leal ly. 
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V^>cich<at' Corps and Teac h er Trciming ^rp jjJl^ms 
A . Overv low 



Title V <4u t lor I 



wo major rederAX pro^jrams for procession^il 
Vo.xcher Corps ."^nd' reacher Centers. ' » 



A 



2. 



) Tc:achor cs*$rpa provt<iGO <i89latance through corapotiUvo 
qrant:3 r.o toachor tmlning Inoti tut ions to work : 
with locdl educac lOfY' acjanirxeg in jointly provuiag 
trJiaiHsj <in scnools with suostantial portiono or 
" QconoHiica Uy disadvantaged youngsters. 

Vhe Teachor Conters program guppiiQS tunds for teachor 
controlled centers located in local school districts, 
Theso Centers otr*s^r in-oervice support and training 
' tor tha toachors. 

!;;rx>^[ran^^ 

■i'eacher Corps hag o&an tupded at $37. S miliion 'for tho PY 7h 
and \'\ In FY VJlQ , approximately UO continuation 

.jrants wer^j awarded in (>0 ciLUe and lb2 new grants to Ul 
cities. Vhe Yeachor CQntor pro.jram raceives about >IQ million 
per year. In FY 1*9 7ti, bl i^ranto wGr« award^Jd to support- LOO 
cantors. ^ . It ■ 
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^ TITLE V - TECHN ICAL MODIFICATIONS TO TEACHER CORPS 

J 

yho jj ^topog^l (S<ictlonp^l3(«) (1 ) ) 

The Adminlatratton propofl«o to change the local community 
councils under Teacher Corps to school/community counoila. 

Pyjigfn^ Law - ^ 

Th^ leglalatlon currently provides Teacher Corfa projects , 
local community councils- 

RaaaOns for Recommendation 

Community Counclla control the direction and nature of. local 
Teacher Corps projects. Aa Teacher Cotps increaa ingly* 
become an in-service progr^im, local educators itre needed to 
' help define individuiU project: ^Characteristics . Including 

* teachers-and school adminiA tratorg on commur^ity cpuncila will 

help to create feasible programs redponsive to both coifimunity 
and professional neejda. 

The Proposal (Section 531)^ 

Eliminate the- 10 percent aet-asides for both Teache^ tenters' 
and Training for Higher Education Personnel. 

' ^^^^o'^stto'esen t Law\ i • ' ' 

Section 531 currently designates that not leas than lo percent 
of the funds appropriated in any fiscAl year be used for both 
Teacher Centers and Training for Higher Education Personnel, 

Reasons for Recommendation \ 

The 10 pertrent set-aatde for Training for Higher Education 
Personnel haa never been funded, or requested and a set-aaide 
for Teacher Centers is not needed- ^ 
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The Pro posal (Section 531) 



The Administration proposes that the st^itute require equitable 
9ooc,r,uphtc distribution in awarding grants urft^or Teachor i 
Centers- 



Pr^^sen t Law 

Geographic distribution of awards is not ciddr'^'ssed in the 
current le^^^ lalii t ion - 



Roagons for ^^j^onimgndjrU^ 



In order to reagli a broader population base ot teachers, it 
is necessary to provide oroCesstonal reaourcQs more equitablv 
throughout the v^rountry. 
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(R^Plftc^f Na^tlona^J, pfiUnf? gdyp/^ tJ^ pq Act^ Tl Uo VI ) 
P yog yam Purpon^g 

National Defense Education Act VI/ (NDEA VI) programs aca designed 
to strengthen the Nation; 3 capacity for research In, and the 
•teaching of, modern foreign languages/ foreign area studies, 
and international education. Theae prq(|rams fund activities 
which train or update the aJclils of specialists in foreign 
languages and world studies, which produce new knowledge about 
oth«r nations and cultures, and which Improve curricula and 
instructional materials in these areas. Major features of 
the NDEA VI programs include support for highly specialized 
area studies centers, fellowship support or foreign language 
Studies and faculty and doctoral diasertation3 reaeXrch grants. 

Program Coverage and Funding 

The total appropriation in 1979 was $17,000,000* Of this, 
$d.;-6^,000 provided for 80 area centers, and $4,503,000 
supported 790 fellowships. The remaining funds supported 
research,^ consortia programs, and cultural understanding 
projects. The 1980 budget, request is $18,000,000. 



120 



116 



7/19/19 64) 



^* RepLAo: $e:c; riQN 602 or NATioNAr. oErENse eoucATioM 

The /ro6os.il ^ 

I'oUl totjttther _part of the I n t o rnA t f ona 1 Eciucatton Act with 
NPiIA VI .^nd ^roate,^ rww iu:a Title VK ReoUce Section 
60-> ot NDEA VI with Section 101 and parts C*) and (c) of 
Secti-on 102 oe the expired International Education Act (lEA) 
Of 1966. Also «>odUy Section 603 to enaourago the dovolopment 
ot State inJ aocional pro,jrjiins And to stlmmlate the dove Lcrp^ien t 
ot toreijn lA.'vjua.jft projects m elementary and aocondarv 
schools. ^ 

Section 60 1 ot^ the NCSA VI aut'hoclzos the language and ara^i 
study centers. Section 101 of Lho International Education 
Act authoriz<js thy Secretary to fupd activities In advanced 
Interna tioiTal studies thiit may be concentratod oither'on 
speG^eic ge^jraphical areas of the world or on particular 
eieldij or issues, or on both- It also allowa tho Secretary 
to make grants to public and privato nonproCit agenciea 
roc Activities that wui contribute to improving international 
understand ing - 

Section 102 (a) of the li^A authorizes the Secretary tt> make 
grants for undergraduate instruction in international studies. 
Section 102(c) legislates equitable ge/^graphic distribution 
oC grants throughout the country and preference ii\ funding 
to those institutions most in need of funds for programs 
in international studies. \. 

Section 602 of the National Defense Education Act authorizes 
the Commissioner to make studios of tlie need for language 
'and area studies, to conduct research on more effective 
methods of teaching those fields, and to develop specialized 
materials for such teaching. Section 603 currently authorizes 
grants to stimulate locally designed programs for understanding 
other nations. 

ligA^*^ ^ Recommendation 

Incorporating the provisions of the International Education 
Act into NDEA VX Section 602 .will strengthen that inter- 
na t i(jnal educa t ion author i ty • 
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Cqnstcuctron f U^con^tructx-on and RQnovajLlon A cad^mxc 

— ■ ■ — > * • 

Tltltt vll authorl2«.5 pro^yrams of grants^ ioansr Interest 
grants , loan insurance ancl cUaias tor ass I3 tanc« for 
conatructioa and ImprovemGnt of undergraduate and ^raduat^ 
facilities. 

Grants for Conatrvict ton of Undergraduate Academic FaclJLi tiM ^ 
(Section A) and Granta f6r Construction of Graduate racllltloii 
(Section D) are awarded- Cor up to 50 perc«5nt of projoct 
development ,coat* , - 

Under S^cttbn C< direct loana are authorized for' tha conatruc- 
tion and improvement of academic facllltiea at a rate not to 
exceed 3 percent. Also, under Siactlon X, the Annual Interest, 
Grants Program helped pos taecondary Institutions with loan* 
obtained iTi the private capltpl market. It makea granta which 
represent the difference between interest paid on a private 
loan and that paid on a loan whose interest rate is 3 percent. 

Section 0 ali^o pro>>ides ^ for an Academic Facilities Loan Insurance 
PlC^g^CAjii whicb^aa never been implemented. Section D authorizes 



iv^ui^^ter AMiatance Program 

Part E authorizes granta and direct logins for reconHtruction . 
and renovation projects deaignod primarily to conserve energy, 
remove architectural barri9t?*v or bring facilities into compiiartce 
with Health, safety, or enVlronmential protection requirements. 

Funding H)ia tory ^ 

Funds for Section A are allotted to the States on the basis 
of a statutory formula. Section A is authorized at; *$30Q,000/000 . 
but no funds wer« appropriated in 1978 and 1979 , or rec^jues ted 
•for 1980, Section'Bis authorized at $BO/gOO,000, Upon 
congressional initiative it was funded for $8,740,000 in 
1978 but there was no- funding for 1979 rtor any requested for 
^80. No funds' for naw ptojects hav0 been requested for' 
Part C in recent y^ars* ' * ' 

All approprlatior\;3, sinc^i then ( §29 /.OOO , 000 in FY 1979 and 
requested for 1*980) have beea for previously approved projects. 
No funding has been approved for Parts D or 



^ ^ 



ERIC 



117 



\ . . 7/19/79 66) 

8. TIVLt; VII I I.^TEHliST lUVE KOK PACILI'tlKS LOANS 
(HAK'f C, SLC'l'IOM 7-42(0)) 

The I'^ropogaX 

Au:;uni5tr3tL >n proposes that th<=^ interest tat^a cnargeO 
in:Jtitutu:n3 ror lacilitioa Levis be raisod trom thc# 
:u.L.int j >}i-cant to an appropriated long-term rate t^r 
;oastruotiv>n project3 ^?et oy tn^ ii>>crQtary with the aporovai 
ot Che b^reCary of Cho Treasury. 

Pres ent C^aw ' . . 

vne loan interest ra^ie is m Mtt C, Section hUio), 
t;^ea3on3 tor ^^gO";";^e^gd£tjLQn 

ihe proposal- wouivt brinc) loan rates in Title VI r more into 
line with .current market conditions tor long-term ananging, 
Vhe rates would i;iuctuat,G with market conditions, * 
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C- TITLE vri: MODIFY PART Ei AUTHORIZE PROGRAM TO 

xMpROve aesi:ARCH PACioiTles 



Thf Propoo^X 

Th* A0mlni3tir«!ittoa propo«^5, la addition to raconatructlon 
«na r^noviitton to con^trve crt^rgy, tg remove architectural 
barriers, and to comj;>ly with h^talth and 3af«ty c«qui r«mon t» , 
that fund* und«r Part E b« authori:5ed for th« ranova'hion oC 
rt*«arch facilltit^ and other national prlorltl^ia ao dotor-* 
mined by th« Cdmmiaaloner . Th« purchase or upgrading of 
fsquiptnont would ao b<i allowed undor the r«9oarch facilltlea 
authority. l^unda under thia part may be dUtributed by means 
of naed*- based State formula grants, discretionary project 
grants to institutions, and loans (direct, subsidised, or 
guaranteed ) . 

Present Law 

^ — ^.-^ ^ 

Currently the legislation requires that activities authorized 
in Part E be funded through Part A, which provides formula 
funded grants. Or, Part C. which provides several loan programs 

Reasons f oy Regommendation 

The proposal would give Part E activities their funding 
mechanisms. This would provide the flexibility to fund 
rants on either a formula or discretionary basis or t>i 
und direct,^ subsidized or guaranteed loans. The purposes 
of Part B would be expanded to better enable the Federal 
government to assist research institutions to upgrade their 
facilities and equipment to state-of-the-art levels. The- 
proposal would also allow the Secretary to identify and 
fund other areas of national priority which may emerge in 
the future. 

The primary purpose of 'this change, however, is to ensure 
that our natlonjs principal universities maintain their high 
quality research capacity The nation la dependent upon 
these major research universi tla^. for the bulk of the basic 
research condu6ted in this country. These Infititutionfl 
account for more than 50 percent of the estimated $4 billion 
in ^a«ic research funded by the Federal government. 

/ 

Th^'quallty of research conducted' at these universities is 
directly related to the availability of sophisticated 
equipment and modern facilities \x\ their laboratories. In 
recent years / however, the combined effect of a number of 
pressures have made it Increasingly difficult for them to 
maintain up-to-^date research facilities. ^These pressures 
include J 



119 



7/19/79 



— Declining rodoral. auppori tor CaclUt;lM and oquipment 
crom an equivalent ot $iZb.2 million In 19t>5 to 323-9 
mtlUon in 19?6 (current dollars) * 

' ;ikyrook«tla<j costs oi^ eas^intial supplies and <aqulpmonti 
outLittinvj a cnomistry laboratory required ^10,000 
A'o^t.i ot a»avy equipment in 1960 — now it r^iquire^ 
$ L mil ion worcn . 

^iov^sVr ov^dT Ci^G pa^t I. ws yi*a cs Aijspecxally tn«c« has b^oni 

An accelerating paco of obsolescence due -to advances 
m i:^iv:!inoloqy 

— Kising mamt^naQce costs of. a^iny cac 1 1 1 1 les — many oi! 
which were or jinally .constructed during tho ©arly 60*3^ 
with ti'ederal funds 

New t'tifderal requiremtjnts m the areas ot occupational 
health and aaC^^ty. .^fithout timely Federa 1 - ass Is tancQ 
Cor modQrnUing rosearch facilities, this nation is 
- threatened witn an Qroalon ot 1 L3 research capacity* 
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XX* Uj^Cjhtty EdUigntlon Act? Tlt;^^, yitl 



A. QY^rtv^tw 

Tltl« VIII authorizes granta to posta«cond«ry Institutions 
or to a combination ot auch Institutions for the planning, 
«stAt>i lahm«n t , •xpanalon, or Implementation of cooperative 
education programs , in which employers pay students for 
periods ot work«. alternated with otudy and attempt to br^n^ t/ogether 
the worlds of education and work. fns tl tu tions ar# eligible 
to receive grants with decreasing Federal percen4;^e contri- 
butions for five years. The maximum award per ingllf i tu tiOn 
is $175,000 or $12^,000 per each institution in a consortium- 
A separate authority allows the Commissioner to make training/ 
demonstration or research grants to institutions or public 
or non-profit agencies and organizations. In practice, these 
R«.D grants have been used to ?v^gment t^he size of ^the Institutional 
cooperative education grant. / 

Program Coverage and- Funding 

Funding levels for FY 1979 aod 1980 are $15 million; a total 
of 90,000 students are expected to participate in these pro- 
grams in academic year 1979-80. Program evaluations Indicate 
that cooperative education programs are affective In Increas- , 
Ing the retention of students. 
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TiTLt; vrni ehminate grant ct:iLiNGs 

(SECTION 9Ui(a) ) 



KUminace stjtutoi-y ceUings on .jrants to ins 1 1 tu c xons 
toe Ci>op<irative eduoacion proyrama. 

Pruaant Law 

Section 802(a) specifies that a grant to a alngie 
In^titutton may not excasd 5175,000 and that a grant 
to an irtatitution pa r 1 1 c ipa 1 1 ny in a coop,jrativa education 
oongoirtlum may not exsed ^ 12b, 000. ^ - 

Roasona toe Racommenria i- 1 nn 

rne ycant cavUngs in the oxis'tiny statute make it nec«3sary 
tor an inatitution to focus Faderal Cooperativa Education 
n^K ^ smyle program or school within th&. institution. 

IhQ Admtniatration proposal would permit larger grants to 
institutions, thereby ancouroging the dovelopmant of coop- 
ecativft education throughout the entire institution. 
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XX I • Higher Education Act^ Title l)^ 

Py ogr gim t>m'PQatj| ' ^ 

Tlt,ii» IX contains n bro-ad g^^n^rnl Jiuthority Cor the dovolopment 
of targeted greiduate student analsteinco progrArag in Parts A 
and 0. The ©acceaaful GraduAte nnd Profeasional Opportunitiea 
Program (OPOP) !■ ^luthorUed under theoe two Pnrts- It oervea 
members of groups, part icuX^iriy mlnopltless and women, that 
have traditionally been underrepreeented among the recipients 
of graduate and profeaalonal degroeg in Ajitierloan society. Part B 
provides tellowehipa and P^rt A provides institutional grants- 
Part B fellowship nllocAtions are given only to those institutions 
selected for support vlth Part A funds. ^ 

Title XX al30 containe. a variety of^ther authori tie^i : 
Part C authorizes Public Service Fellowshipsy Part D, Sections 
962-*965 authorizes fel^-owshipa in domestic mining and mineral 
fuel conservation; part E requires an annual report to Congress; 
and Part F authorizek general formula asaistance to graduate 
schools- Finally, PArt D, Section 966 authorizes Assistance 
for Training in the Legal Profession (often referred to as 
CLEO, for the Council on Legal Educational Opportunity). 

)?rog rajn Cove cag^ g^nd f'und in< j ^ 

Parts A ^6 B (GPOP) have been funded at $8 million for FY 1979, 
with $15 million requested for FY 1980» During FY 79 GPOP will 
award B50 fellowships and 50 ins t 1 tu t lond 1 grants- CLEO Is 
funded at $1 ml 11 ion'' in * both fiscal years providing sorvices 
for ^approximately 550 s tudenta -' Public Service Fellowships 
and Mining fellowships have beon funded at $4 million and 
$4.5 respectively in 1979. ftoughly 260 Public Service and 
462 mining fcllowahipa were awarded during FY 79, 
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■\ 

Part C and thoso sections rart D of'rihi^ tv u u 
Pr-38Qn t Law ' ' 

Part D ?n^^''"''^K^ authorU«« Public So rv 1 c« -Fe llowah Ipa , 

* Ji^^ I fare iiLift rx, authorizes fellowshlDs far 

r author U««, general aagista^co Cor graduate ochoole. 
Rgaaona {or RQcommonda t l nn 

atud«ntr?*''?u "<^t no.,d ,nore graduate 

! ^"^ °f f*"^^!'*-^ ServicQ,or Mining Shoul.1 " 

ZlZruTll ?und fh'"'^"' r«t.vlnod( ha. ad.i^uatf 
authority to fund thooo ao well as oth^r areas. 

Pact F has never boon funded- Other parts of tho mnh«.. 

Id^K f«clUtUo and graduate fellowshlpa) orovido 
adequate authority to assist graduate education. 



IC 



t 



124 



i 7/19/7*) 73) 

■ ^ 

XIII/ U.i9My_£4 MC4^t:tQn Acti TltU )^jl 

a^qUon 1202 and I20)x 3cgttft ^o^ t^^^cpndqry £<jucotlon * 

Grants (xv% prOvld<jd to SUte Poataocondary Education ( 1202) 
Commlsdlona to conduct compr^henaWc planning tor All aagm^nt* 
of po» tatcondary education in th« State* Such planning involv«a 
compr^henalVA atudtG» ot public and prlvat* poa ta«condary 
educational r«50urc«a .in th« St^j^te- Th# Commiaaiona ar^ 
requited to be broadly and ^«qui tably ropr^aontativp ot th« 
general public as wftil aa of public and private non-profit 
and proprietary inati t\itioni5 of poa t«ocondary education in 
tho State . % 

Pyogc^g} Cp.v^cago an<| Fundi,n.g 

Support la provided to Commlaa ions in every Stata- The 
Program was funded at $3,000,000 In 1978 fltnd 1979 but no 
appropriation was requested for 19^30. 
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^' Tnt^-lI-Ij, ._lliMOVK^ THE REQUtf^EMENT THAT STATES HAVE 

Uff ? Com LSSiqNs;XCI?fi?lin^I — - - - ^^^ 

ThQ__Pro£Of)nl . ^ 

:-!..>.. Viminlstr.ition .n-,>o>v,e«> ro el I'nln.^to ch^ t .,qu i romcn i- for' 

- — ..... ^ 

Section 1202 roqulcss the astabl Ishmont or designation of 
a State agency to carry aat the statawlde planning Cunctiong 

The propoa(-d minor chanqti will sinipj. tfy PeJ^ral -State 
I 7lat loniJiMps, u will re:novr? our Inter terencs with the 
^tt-uctjr^ ot the State governmonta by eliminating the Federal 
.nandate tor the ea tabl i shment of a 1202 Com.Tiis^lon .'ind will 
require instead only that the speclCied func tions in Section 
oe carried out by the State- 
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XIV. EXISTING AUTHORITIES PROPOSED FOR REPEAL 

A- lUqDQC Education Act TltiQ VI 

Fxnancxal Assistance for the Impcov^mo nt o£ 
Undergraduate Ina tiru chlon ^ 

1 . OvQrvxow * . ' 

Titl0 vl i& designed to Improve andorgraduate classroom 
Instruction by providing matching funds Jdor the acquXsttion 
of instructional equipment and material3- Thar© are two 
catogoriQSj of grants? laboratory and other inia true t ional 
matorlal^j and closod-ci rcu i t diroct instruction television 
aquipm^nt- Funds are allocated by formula to States, based 
on State per capita income and enrollment in institutions 
of higher education. State commiasions develop their own 
plana/ establish priorities, review proposals, and work 
directly with insti tutiona. Funds are provided on a matching 
basis with States covering 50 percent of costs. 

Progra m Coverage and Funding 

This program has not been funded since 1978. 
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l - Hducotion Act 'ricle VI 

'I'lie Administration pro^^ose.s to cepejii Title VI tfom the 
exismn^-ji ilivjher l::viuo<ation Act;- 

.QjsoMa tor Meoomneno^ cion 

Tneri 13 no <ie:nonstra ced need Lor tnis pco^jram ^nd Utcle 
fividonoQ ot tha oroyramls p^ist q t tec 1 1 v<^nQss . Thu program 
has oot bQeri funded aincc PY 1970 - 
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0. Hiqn^r EO ucAtXpn Act Tlt.lQ X 

K3tAblX8hmont and gxpv^ngi^on ot! ^Commur^i t:y ColXcg^^ 
Pyoqiram Purpo3<r 

,Titi<i X, gatabllahmqnt and Expanalon oC Co mjnunXtY Co^I^qoa 
ftuthocxioa"gcants to States J:o oSuablUh or ejtpnnd community 
collegoa in areas which oo oot adequately meet demand- It 
£\lso asitADliahod the Ouceau of Occupational and Adult Educ^itto 
which Ifl currently In operation. 

Prog X A m C Q y Q ^' ^ ^ j ^ ^ "^-^ ^' ^ '^-^ ^ 

i^o Parts of this Title have ever received funding. 
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TITLE Xi HEl^KAb 

H^oh^r^Vy''"^^'^^^ propo>je« Lo rop^Al Title X tcom tho 
t<<aaoona tor HtfcoiTimendj cion 

UuL! n?V^ "''^•^'^ boon iundid Jho 

Uoc«^u ot Ooo..potional a.^a AduU E.lucaHon muy continue to 
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Th# program- awards gran^^* to accredited law ichooia for 
ftttab^Uhlng oc axpandlng deraonatratlon projects to provide 
clinical exp<iri«nc« to law .$tvid«nts In tlv^ practical o£ law^ 
Preftr^ticn 1< gK^^n to projecta providing «xp«rl6nc* to th« 
*xt«nt practicable in tjio pmparatlpn and trial of c&^«s, 
Fadaral Cunda, which are limited to 90 percent ot tOt*X 
coatft, may be used for planning , pceparatlon of teaching 
materials/ administration r the training of faculty members, 
luperviaion, and travel, na law school may receive more 
than $73^000. , Granta are allowed to aa^uro equitable, 
distribution thrroughout the United Statea* Grants were 
awarded for the firat. time on September 1 , 1978 

Program Cpvuiryqe and Fundljiq 

0. million was appropriaifed in FY 1978 to be uaed for 
academic yd^D 1978-79 projects. Awards went to 29 insti-^ 
'tutions in 24 States'and the District of Columbia, Support 
ranged frOm §29,000 to $56,bOO. $2.0 million was appt?o- 
priated for .1979- ' \ . . ' ' 
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'2. Higher £d>>iQftt^i,Qn Act 
Tho Proposal 

Rtapoal TU.i« XI, -Law School CUnxceil Exporienca Prooramc, 
Crom i:h« 1^ j i s U t ion . 

"Ug^t-j^on s I'oir. Reoo :n menda Cion : 

Thd rclinical experience-; approach to training lawyors has 
Dean adequately demonstrated. It ts not appropriate for 
the l^ederal govotV^mont to|providfi support for a narrowly 
dot mod acadvjmio pro<.jram^unies3 it Is necessary to 
demonstrale I'.s. at i:<act iv^oss . ^ /» 

Mr. BOHKN. As you know I am accompanied here thi« morning 
by one of Secretary Califano's moat trusted associates and col- 
leajrues, Richard Warden, a man familiar to everybody in Congress 
and this committee, who is the Department's Assistant Secretary 
for l^gisli\tion. 

You and your subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, have exercised ex- 
trAordmary leadership in moving our Nation toward an inspiring 
goal— to give each American student all the education that he or 
she needs to develop their talents to the fullest. I am here to 
r^affirnv that goal and to advance proposals that will improve, 
streamline, and make rjiore equitable the programs that you Iffiye 
put m place— programs that realize this uniquely American ideaL 

Our proposals have benefited greatly from the debates this sub- 
committee set in motion. You asked the higher education commu- 
nity to present recommendations on how, to improve our programs. 
Your oversight hearings on these proposals, combined with HEW's 
regional hearings, shaped the ensuing dialog between the Congress, 
the administration, and the postsecondary education community! 

As we confront the difficult technical issues raised by this legis- 
lation, Mr. Chairman, we must not lose sight of its ultimate objec- 
tive and the ideals that underlie that objective. There continues to 
be a strong consensus in this country— and these, Mr. Chairman, I 
might say are the Secretary's own personal words; 

That a qutUUy education is a national birthright for all Americans; 
That this right is without regard to race, religion, or financial statue; 
That an educated electorate is the most effective moans of assuring a sound and 
reaponaive govern men t; and 
That America's young people are our most precious national resource. 

^We are fast approaching a time of great crisis in American 
educaUon. T)hie number of students in the 18 to 24 age group will 
decline significantly over the next decade. The cost of education is 
nsmg dramaticall:yr. The ability of the average American family to 
meet these costs is becoming increasingly difficult. The ^ooi^s of 
many Cplleges and universities will close in the coroing years be- 
cause of this demographic and financial situation. In these circum- 
stances, we cannot afford to waste ^a single Federal dollar on an 
inefficient education program. 
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William Penn said that **Good instruction is bottor than riches/' 
Today, caroiXil manogomont of Floral richoe iB a crucial factor in 
aeauring good instruction for all Arnoricana. 

The proposals we advance today will vastly improve the manage- 
ment or our divQree Federal education programs: 

Wo rocommond a total ovorhaul of the etudont loan ayetom. * 
* Wo propoeo mochanlilms to tighten ftdrntnletratlon, control C06t«, and cut fi'oud 
^nuA abufto In fttudont ftld. 

Wo Buggeet mgneur^ to stmxnalino our programs and reduce tholr paj>orwork 
roqulromonta. s - • ' 

Wo rocommond gxildollnee to aBSuro that every atudont has a fair chance to 
rocolvo Federal education benonts. 

W<) propoeo ways to strengthen the Federal contribution to developing colleges. 

We recommend changes to ei^hance our Nation's capacit,y to conaiK^t bafiic re- 
eearch. 

' In ^artnorsliip with your hard-working Qubcominitteo, Mr. Chair- 
man, its counterpart in tho Senate, and tho Appropriations Com^ 
mitt^s, tho administration has increased sponding f6r education 
by 40 percept— from $8.9 billion in fiecal voar 1977 to $12.8 billion 
in fiscal ypAr 1980. During the same period, Federal gpenc^ing for 
p08tseco|^ary education has increased 50 percent— from $8.4 bil- 
lion to $|j1 billion. * 

Less thahv^a year ago, the President signed historic anxendmente 
to the Elementary and Secondary Kduc^xtion Act. These amend- 
ments strengthened the rolo of tho Federal Government in serving 
the poor, the limited English speaking, and low-scoring students. 

At the same ceremony, the President also signed the Middle 
Income Student Assistance Act— MISAA— extending the benefits of 
Federal stffdenL assistance to millions of middle-income students. 
Your ejjioquent Mtnarlcs highlighted that occasion, Mr. Chairman. 

This year th« r resident has proposed, and the House and Senate 
have passed, legislation to create a cabinet Department of Educa- 
tion. The enactment of this legislation will greatly improve the 
Federal Government's capacity to manage efficiently and responsi- 
bly. 

Pfesident Carter has made a historic contribution to American 
education. He has helped achieve the comnfiitm^nts made more 
than a decade ago by another President^ Lyndon Johnson, comipit- 
ted to equal opportunity and excellence in education. The results in 
educational areas reflect that commitment and the work of this 
committee in the Congress. Over the last decade the percentage of 
the minority college-age population actually enrolled in postsecon- 
dary education has nearly doubled---from 13 percent td 25 percent. 

At a time when it is fashionable to question the effectiveness of 
Government, these extraordinary gains speak eloquently of our 
government's progress in realizing one of America's most cherished 
ideals: that every student has acopss to all the education he or she 
can take. 

Let me begin with our proposali^ for reforms of the Federal 
student loan programs. 

In the area of stujient aid, we have major recommendations to 
clarify the purpose, modify the terms, and restructure the adminis- 
tration of the Federal Government's tw& major student loan pro- 
grams—the national direct student loan-^DSL— program, and the 
guaranteed student loan— GSL—progrq.m These are/as you know, 
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tho largest FodornI atudont loan proKramn. with total londimr in 
fiaoal year 11)71) of about $:i billion; and progranv cosUs-prinwily 
I'odcral interoHt aubsidieH and default i)aymontH— now expected to 
total billion. 

Your hearingK and our own experience have provided ample 
evidence of the aevernl chronic probleniH with these Federal loan 
progranw. These lo.ng«tanding problems of unclear loan availabil- 
ity, adnunistrative complexity, high default rates, unclear and 
• overlapping purposes, and high costs to the taxpayer have con-' 

u*^ -'1- "''^ ^^^""Kt's tiieee programs are now required 

With your permission, Mr. (Chairman, I propose to outline our 
proposals for loan reform, and then try to set forth the re^asSns 
why we believe they are superior to what now is in place and will 
correct the longstanding wetiknesses that many observers have 
recognized. We recommend aVoform of NDSL that will completely 
overhaul this campus-based progi-jmi. The Federal Government 
would assume the responsibility for the fiilancial and administra- 
tive management of the program The campus-based financial aid 
ollicer would be responsible for assessing the available Federal 
btt\te, institutional and family resources, and for tailoring the aid 
packaging to the individual needs of each student. 

The basic loan program would have the following features: 

Federal capital would be used to assure access to loans; 

All undergraduate and graduate students— ejtcept those attend- 
ing gralluate and professional schools.. in the health iprofessions 
business, and law— would be eligible; 

Loans would be strictly limited to unmet need; 

Unmet need would be calculated^ by taking mto account tho 
(amily contribution, scaled to available family income; Federal 
btate. local or institutional grants; and a student self-help contri- 
bution of poo. Student financial aid officers would have discretion 

lui-'i'^ self-help requirement in unusual circumstances 

While most students ^^*'ould be eligible, more than 85 percent of 
basic loan funds would go to students from families with incomes 
less than $20,000; 

Basic loans would be subsidized by the Federal Government at 
interest levels substantially below the market rate. They would ' 
carry an interest rate of 7 percent, or tho Treasury bill rate minus 
1 percent, whichever is less. Students would pay no interest while 
tn school and until 4 months tyfter completion of their course of 

^^^"^y^ . ■ ■ ^ 

Loan amounts would be limited to $3,750 annually and $12,500 
cumulatively ,lor undergraduates, and $6,000 annually and $25 000 
in the aggregate for both undergraduate and graduate study 

We vvould continue to rely upon institutions and their 'skilled 
tinancial aid ofhccrs to work out student aid packages, including 
the loan components, directly with students; the Federal Govern- 
ment would provide the capital and be responsible for loan collec- 
tion; 

the terms for repayment by the student would bo variable 

I he program would be phased in over 3 years. One would fund 

approximately 60 percent of estimated need in fiscal year 1981 

uicreasiiig to 100 percent bv fiscal year 1988 
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Wo make loss far-reaching but still significant changes to the 
present GSL program, retitling its purpose under the rubric of a 
supplemental loan that would spread the costa of education over a 
longer period of time. 

We would maintain the basic dependence now in GSL on private 
capital, but we recommend redirection to assist parents and stu- 
dents to meet the required family contribution and/or the proposed 
$700 student self-help requirement. 

These liquidity loans would have the following features: They 
would be available to all students* regardless of family income, 
with educational needs not met by other sources; 

^We would establish tlie iixterest rate for these liquidity loans at 
the Trea3ur>*^ill rate plus 1 percent, as contrasted with the 7 
percent rate for the basic loan^; 
^ Lenders would receive a special allowance of 2.5 percent to keep 
supplemental loans competitive with other bankir^ investments. 

We would not forgive interest, as under tho current GSL, while 
students are in school. Instead, the amount of the loan request 
would be increased at the outset tQ cover the student's interest 
payments for the insthool period. ^ 

'Capital for the supplemental loan program would be provided by 
tho private sector, with loans being insured by Si^te guarantee 
agencies' and the Federal Government, as in the current GSL pro- 
gram. 

Loan amounts would be limited in two ways: First, students 
could not borrow more than their cost of education minus FederaL 
State, or institutional assistance; and, second, loan maximums 
would be set. ' 

The amount borrowed under tho supplemental loan program, 
when combined with any amount borrowed under the basic loan 
program, ct)uld not at any time exceed $20,000 for und6rgraduate"^ 
and $40,000 for botli undergraduate and graduate studies. 

We would also rebuild the Student Loan Marketing Association, 
Sallie Mao, as a Government-managed agency like Ginny Map. 

In 1972, Congress chartered a specialized, for profit, i)rivately 
managed financial institution that became known as Sallib Mae. 
This institution was desig^ned to provide a secondary market fo© 
student loans originated by commercial banks, and to attract and 
expand private capital for the underwriting of student loans. 

The original Sallie Mae concept was valuable and well worth a 
trial run. After nearly 5 years -experience, however^ all available 
evidence suggests to us, and to others who have studied it closely, 
that the services and benefits provided by Sallie Mae are not worth 
the public fcosts. 

For example, instead of .attracting private capital, Sallie Mae has 
become 98 percent dependent on access to capital frgm the Federal 
Financing Bank. Salho Mae, then, lends this monev to commercial 
banks at a greater interest rate than it pays to the bank. We do 
not believe Sallie Mae has used its privileged position to stfhiulate 
the availabiliiy of student loaii resources throughout the country 
in smalL and medium-sized financial institutions. - 

Rather/Itt has pursued policies that concentrate its relationship, 
with the [biggest, strongest banks in a relatively small number of 
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citios; policioa that maximize ita profits? and case its administrative 
burdon. 

In short, thi.s prontable. priv-etely controlled and managed enter- 
priHo, whoye chief executive. ofTicer receives an annual salary of 
$1H(),()0(), 18 kept afloat with Federal Government guarantees and 
aubsidiey. After careful study, we recommend an orderly termina-^ 
tion of the Sallie Mae experiment. 

To aubstitute for Sallie Mae. we seek authority from the Cow 
press to create a new financial agency to manage the proposed 
basic \ox\n ptA)gram, and to provide the needed secondary market 
(or the propdsed supplemental loan program. 

The new educational financing agency would be structured along 
the lines of Ginnv Mae in the Department of Housijig and Urban 
Development, with a ^president appointed by the Secretary, compen- 
sated m accordance with Government pay scales and obligated to 
maximize the public interest rather than private profitability. 

Now, I would like to compare the major diflerences and goals of 
the administration's loan reform propoaals with current programs. 

We believe more studenUs will be aided under the new programs. 
Under lhei>m\c loan program, 35 percent more students, 1,2 mil- 
lion, will be aided in I9H1, than in 1980 under NDSL as presently 
budgeted The average loan will increase to $720* and, as the pro- 
- gram is^ phased m, we can expect that lo^n tvverages will continue 
to increase. 

■ . The supplemental GSL program will serve fewer students, and 
the size of the averageloan will decrease from $2,000 to $1,600, we 
estimate. Most students will have their educational costs met 
through grants, self help, and basic loans, needing supplemental ' 
loans only to meet liquidity needs- 

By 1983, 2.7 million students will receive loai^i under the new 
programs,- an increase of 500,000' from current le^ls. We advance 
these revised programs to insure that every student who needs a 
loan will be able to obtain one. 

Our basic loan proposal will assure that any student who needs 
additional funds* to obtain a postsecondary education will be able to 
receive a loan. We int6nd to model this program on the successful 
concept of the basic educational opportunity grant program, which 
uses^ a national system to distribute available funds fairly to eligi-^ 
ble students, regardless of where they live or go (o school. 

The current NDSL program has clearly not achieved the goal of 
equitable distribution of funds. Despite U\e infusion of $4.3 billion 
in Federal capital over 20 years, nearly half of the 'postsecondary 
institutions now participating in the basic gran^ program are ei- 
ther unable or unwilling to meet the 10 percent NDSL matching 
roquiremenl-8. or to service and collect loans, as^required. Students 
attending these schools, therefore, are not able to obtaiti the low- 
cost loans. ' 

Furthermore, under the current NDSL'State allocation formula, 
students in the same circumstances are treated differently. The 
lormula does not distribute loan fiends according to actual State 
loan needs, and allocations to institutions within States also raise 
issUes o{ equity. 

Because of the inadequacies of NDSL, many needy students- have 
tried to turn to GSL. But private lenders in the GSL program 
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frequently havo not served the poor, minorities, and women atu- 
donts fairly, preferrinj} to deaLwith those studonta whose families 
have established banking relationships. 

Our proposal seeks to .bring int^'est rates in federally supported 
loan progmme up to date. 

The current interest rate of 3 percefk for NDSL was set in 1958, 
It is hopelessly out of date and exceedingly costly to the taxpayer 
- in an era when rat^s for long-term mortgages exceeed 10 percent, 
and the market rate of interest for unsecured personal loans 
ranges from 12 to 15 percent. 

In light of changed economic conditions, we propose an interest 
rate of 7 percent, or 1 percent below the Treasury bill rate, which- 
ever is lower, for the basic loan, a rate still several points below 
the current rate for corpmercial loans and home mortgages. 

We believe our proposals will improve administration of these 
major programs. 

' Our basic loan proposal vyill federalize loan servicing and collec- 
tions. Univei-sities are not by temperament or by organization^ 
equipped to act as bill collectors and they shpuld not be asked to 
divert precious resources to such efforts. 

For many years, both GSL and NDSL have been att-acked by 
critics in the Congt^ss and elsewhere for their high default rates 
and poor collection efforts. 

Recently, Secretary Califano set in motion new efforts and proce- 
dures to deal with these problems in both programs. In the Govern- 
ment-managed GSL program, the Department has collected more 
defaulted loans during me first 9 months of this fiscal year than 
throughout the entire 2 previous years combined, !|!30.5 million, 
which amounts to 38 percent .of the total $80 ^lillion collected on 
defaulted loans since the program be^an in 1965. 

Over this same period the number of defaulters was reduced 
from 400,000 to 237,000, Based bn these statistics, wo hope to elimi- 
nate, the backlog of defffulted loans in the GSL program by the end 
qf 1980. 

The Hiory with regard to NDSL is a sharp contrast. Despite 
several actions we took in fiscal year 1978 to assist postsecondary 
institutions in improving the administration of the NDSL program, 
1 regret to report that defaults under that program continue to 
rise. 

Between June 30, 1977 and June 30, 1978, the latest period for 
which figures are -available, NDSL student - defaults rose from 
. 713,000 to more than 841,000, and the amount of money in default 
\o8e to more than $700 million. 

We cannot permit defaults in this program to continue increas- 
ing. It is, in part, for this reason that #ve are proposing our basic 
loan program with the Fcyleral Government assuming administra- 
tive responsibility for the progi-am. Our proposals redefine GSL as 
a supplemental hquiditv loan. 

We propose to provide loans for students ar\d, for the first time, 
parents who want to spread the costs of postsecondary education 
•'Over a longer period of time. This continues the focus of the cur- 
rent GSli program which has served this population more effective'- 
ly than it has served the needy, 

. ■ 
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Finally, we believe our proposals, by controlling the costs of 
redornl loan subaidies, make possible n wider sharing in these 
resources. The new supplemenUl loans, designed to meet family 
liquidity problems or to substitute for the fOquired work contribu- 
tion that we propose, will bo priced accordingly: 

The interest rate will be Treasury bill plus 1 percent, still 
cheaper than the market rate for personal loans, and mschool 
interest costs will be deducted from the loan, not forgiven. 

The terms of the present GSL, with rates of 7 percent and 
forgiveness of inschool interest, are acceptable for need-based loans, 
but cannot be justified for loans of convenieno'e at a time when 
home mortgages have rates of more than lO percent and persona! 
loans have rates of 12 to 15 percent. / 

Middle-it^ne students, currently participating in GSL, who 
have a remaming need for loans will continue to receiv^^ubstan- 
tial interest subsidies and payment of inschool interest un^er the 
basic loan program 

We prooojje in addition two important complementing adminis- 
trative reforms that are closely related to the restructuring of the 
loan programs that I have outlined. / 

We support and look foward to the adoption of a single needs 
analysis system. We seek statutory authority to develop and imple- 
ment a single needs analysis system for all Federal need based 
student aid programs. ' Developed in close consulUlion with the 
higher education comimunity, the resulting noeds^nalysis system, 
like the present family contribution schedulet^^used. for the BEOG 
program, would be subject to congressional review. 

At present, as you know, two major methods are used to calcu- 
late a family's expected contribution to their child's education. 
^.J}}^ ^"^'^ grants family contribution schedule is used for Federal 
BEOG grants. 

The uniform methodology is wic^ely used for other Federal cam- 
pus based aid programs, and by States and institutions for their 
own student aid programs. 

t Because these separate needs analysis systems yield a different 
expected family contribution from the same family, students and 
financial aid officers now. must cone with both the complexity and 
confusion of two distinct determinations of need, depending on 
which schedule is used- 

Our recommendat^ion strives to bring together the professional 
ejcpenence of more than a decade behind one system that will end 
the complexity aVid confusion of present arrangements. 

We also favor the adoption of a single application form with the 
cost of processing borne by the Government rather than the stu- 
dent aid applicant however we do not wish to preclude processing 
by btates, institutions, and private gervicos. 

Students, parents, and institutions have boon plagued by com- 
plexity and confusion resulting from the multiple application forms 
required to obtain Federal, State, and institutional aid. 

^^"^ y^^^^' Secretary's personal prodding, 

HbW has been working on developing a single application form. 

Willie the use of this gingle form for Federal programs clearly 
falls within the scope of HEW's adminiatrativo authority, we rec- 
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ommond that the Congreas insure the continuation of the eirtgle 
form in future years by mandating its usq in the stat-ute. 

Mr. Chairman, that represents the heart of the administration's 
proposals in the student aid area. 

1 Would not want to end formal testimony without makinfi[ refer- 
once to 'important pix)po8al8 under title III, title VII, and some 
changes we recommend with respect to title I» but I would bo^t to 
your wishes with respect to pausing here for such Questions won 
may have in this area which, of coui^o, is at the neart of our 
tbstimony, 

Mr. Ford. Thailk you very much. 

There is more than an ample amount of material for us to try to 
digest quickly, and while we have been somewhat prepared,, the 
pt^poeals are indeed very bold. 

It is very clear thaX there ai^ a numb^rt- of people here and some 
who will later wish they had been here. 

We are going to have reactions to the /^ei^islation. and I am going 
to suggest to the committee, unless there is objection, that we ti"y, 
as we have indicated before, to ilnish the hearing procosa, by the 
time the August recess start^s, so that the staft' and administration 
and otheis:8 can get' to work on drafting legislation for us to consider 
promptly vj^ jSepJLom^er. 

We have^-hmiteVl dumber of days in the next 2 weeks available 
for hoaringJhyt we wo\ild hope to cover the following: 

We have/ a request /from Senator Ted Kennedy to appear and 
J present a loan progngljm that he and Senator Bellmen have intro- 
duced, or are^mtroducing today, that they have boon talking with 
us about for some time. 

We would expect to de^^ote another full day to the grant pro- 
grams, and then try to work in a day or two of hearings on loan©v 
since most of your proposal deals with loans. 

We have already been made aware of the concern in the Editca- 
tion Committee over proposed changes with respect to the loans, so 
^ that we might accommodate the educational gioups that have al- 
ready indicated they want to respond specifically. 

We would like to try to do* it in this fashion, to have panels of 
people to deal with the specifics of Sallie Mae loans and specific 
j^rovisions cTf the loan programs representing the various interest 
groups, along with, as a member of the panel, a repi"esentative of 
HEW who could be available to the committee, so that as the 
comment comes with regard to the specific legislation proposed by 
the administration, you would have the appropriate person from 
your shpp who could respond on behalf of the administration to 
quoBtilms from the committee and to questions raised by the others 
on the panel 

It is a little bit unusual to put proponents and potential oppo- 
nents on the same panel, but it will give us an opportunity to 
compress the time and have everybody In the ring at the same 
time. 80 to speak. 

It is not intended in any way at all to foreclose a complete and 
broad discussion of the administration's proposals, but we are very 
determined that we are going to got a bill in this Congress, and 
that gives us some absolutes to deal with. 
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One absolute is tha*^ we have got to have this process concluded 
before the /i^ugust recess to give the professional staff time to put 
aomethinff meaningful together for us to begin working on in Sep- 
tember and October. 

^ This committetJ ia going to havp to work long hours with the 
tmie that wo have left to be able to do that. 

At the same time we are very sensitive and should be to the fact 
that these are major changes that are being proposed sort of la^i in 
the process that are entitled to consideration because they come 
from thy administration. They also deal with issues that have been 
on people's mirfds for a long time, so we need a full and complete 
e»«minaUon before we start marking up or writing legislation. 

Tom Wolanin. the subcommittee staff director, has already 
worked up a list of potential topics for the balance of the hearings, 
funds allocations, SbIG and campus-biised needs and an analysis of 
suiglo form, institutional eligibility and accreditation, title III 
grante and loans. - V 

So you see we still have a nuAbor of loose endsu^nd details to 
work out. For that reason, I wouldlnot want to begin with any very 
anecific questions with you this mArning, but would comment that 
this 18 mdeed a very comprehenfJive ijet of proposals for us to 
consider, 

I can assure you that aJiould you or your designated representa- 
tive wish to follow this format with us, there will be plenty of 
questions at the next session. 
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I expect toward the first of the week we will have an adequate 
number of recommendations and requests for an opportunity to be 
heard no that in a very short time we can give vou a feel for it and 
we can have a feel for the professional reactions of the people who 
are intimately acquainted with programs that would be changed 
under this proppsal. 

1 recognize the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. Buchanan. Fii-st, let mc commend the chairman and the 
stall (or his format. It may be unusual but, like the entire proceed- 
ing on this committee of this very important legislation and this 
C\)ngre8s, I think it has much to be commended. 

I think the chairman began an unusual method by requesting 
the written comment^s of sbme of th(? education entities and compil- 
ing the information This compilation can be of Subst^intial value. 

bince Washington is an island insulated from the rest of the 
country and insensitive to it, and. whatever the merit of our pro- 
posals they originate in Washington, it is valuable to have other 
spokespersons from various other part^ of the Country, so that we 
may hear the voices of people as well as those of the insulated 
island of Washington. 

Just yfor the record. I have found many more go^d people even in 
the vast jungle of HEW than the world dreams of, just for the 
record. 

If everyone who works in Washington is isolated, everyone who 
works on Capitol Hill mvi.st be blind, dqmb, ,deaf, and crazy, be- 
cause if one can represent a congressional* district and not hear the 
voices ofnhgt people, he really has to isolate himself in a closet 
ij somewhere. ■' 
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We hoar massively from the American people every day of every 
week, and if you put • it all together, this Hill is like a mirror 
reflecting what the American people are. If we are an island, we 
are one swent by all the winds and tides of — the whole country of 
the United States, just for the record^' 

You indicate in your ^testimony present loan programs have a 
total in fiscal 1979 of about $3 billion and the program cost^ are 
expected to total $1.3 billion. 

bo/.you have any estimates of the total loan volume you would 
expect to occur under the new loan program and also what the 
total program costs would be under these programs? 

Mr, BoHEN- I do have that information, but it's not in the testi- 
mony. 

If you give me a minute I think I can find it. 

Wo expect the total lending volume under these progiams to 
grow about $600 million or $700 million a year. 

Wo propose that these programs be put In place in time for fiscal 
year 1981, and we would expect the loan volume in that year to be 
about $3 billion and by 1983 when we would expect to have phased 
in the full Federal budgetary support required to make them work, 
we would expect the lending volume to be at the level of $4,^ 
billion and by 1985 at the level of $5.8 billion, so that we would 
expect lending volume to grow rather substantially year-by-year. 

In terms ot Federal program costs, these proposals have been 
quite carefully put together with an eye to what we would project 
program cost^ to be year^^by-year imder the existing structure. 

I believe the Secretary on March 20 testified at some length 
about rapidly rising costs, and to some degree uncontrolled costs in 
these programs. 

We have been under some constraint, I might say, in devising 
these proposals and in terms of their phasing to insure that we 
\ didn't substitute for something that was rising rapidly and to some 
extent uncontrollably, something of the same cnaracter or even 
worse. 

Our estimate of Federal costs, as I indicated, are about $1.8 
billion in the current year, 1979. We project that in 1981, without 
these changes, they would be $1.65 bilhon. 

We are proposing a program in 1981 that would be somewhat 
smaller than that, and by the yeai" 1985 is projected to grow to 
about $3,3 billion, which is considerably less than we project the 
current programs to grt>w on the same set of economic assump- 
tions. 

Mr. Buchanan. Could you Include for the record those projects 
and the chart, and the figures you mentioned? 

Mr. BoHKN.^Yes, sir; both the charts. 
' [The information referred to above follows:] 
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Th» attached tablf provld«ft a comparUoo of tho comt., loan volume. 
»nd numbtr.of «tudentB aided und«r the current and proportad etudent 
loan programn- Also inoludad are the asuumptions made In develoo- 
ing the estimates, ^ * . 

The table shows th© followincji 
ContH 

o The costs of the current Guaranteed Student Loan Program 
are expected to Increase from Sl^lOO million in 1980 to 
$0,520 minion in I'S^OS, an increaee of almost 200 percent. 

o Under the Adm lai » t ra 1 1 on ' e proposal, the combined costs 
of the »a«ic and Supplemental program* would increase 
from $1,500 million in -1981 td $3,335 million ln .l985, 
an increase of about 125 percent. 
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The Basic Loan program would be phase^J-ln over a three 
year period, supporting 60 percent of estimated student 
1983 ^^^^'^0 percent in 1902 and 100 percent in 

In 1981, the phaae-ln scheme permits cost savrnga ^of $150 
million when compared to the expected costs of the 
existing loan programs. 

"-tn 1902, the co«t of the proposed ^ anti existintf programs 
• would be about the eame. f 

—In 1983, the firet year for full-funding of the Basic Loan 
program^ tho Combined co«tfl of the proposed loan programs 
would be $265 mil i ion "greater than the co«tfl of the current 
programs. 

By 1984/ the coat difference narrows to $45 million and 
by 1985, tho proposed' programo show coat savingfl^of 
$405 million when compared to the coete of the ccirrent 
programs. These coot eavings ate poBoible bocauce of 
significant repayment* of Basic Loana , naklng it 
possible to reduce the amount Of loan capital borrowed from 
tho Treasury. y 
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o' LoftH volume und«r tho current pr09rAme Id oxp«ct«d tp 
lncr«a«e from. $4,760 mllHon in 1981 to $7,6^ mllUon 
in 1985, whil« loan volumo in tho pt opo9«d 'proo rAmi( 
would lncr«o»« fiom $3, 000 million in 1981 to $5,310 
fnllHon In 5983. 

o Loftn vol ume in ti)ft Supplomtin t a 1 prog r am you 1(3 IncroasQ 
gener/kUy ffach y«or from $2,160 million in 1981 to $2,930 
million in 1905 which is significantly bojlow ©xpncteO 
loan vol^mo Incre^^od In th« current GuarAnt«ed Student 
Loan program for th« 5«ro« periods Loan volume in th« 
O^mjIc prooram would incrtaao more subatontlfllly from 
$900 mlllloo (funding 60 percent of »tud«nt need) in 
1901 to $2,S60 pinion (fully funding etudent need) in 
1905. Many ot the student* curro-nt dorv^d by GSLP 
wcfuld . receive nced-based Basic LoariiJS, reducing the? 
demand tor^ the more costly Supplemental Loans. 

o The overall reduction in loan volume In the propoeexl 

programs Ig possible because thoect lonng would be. limited 
to need in the Daoic Loan program and to roplacemonl of 
th« expected family Contribution and the self-help oxpectn 
Hon in the 'Supplemental Loan Program. In addition, the 
combl«natlon of grants. State aid, 1 nw t i t u t iona 1 aid, and 
loans coul'd not exceed the cost of education. 

Studontg Aided and Average Loan Am ounts 



o The total number of students aided would Incroaao from 
2-S mJlHon in 1900 under the current programs to 2.8 
million in 19 8 5 u'^der the proposed programs. 

o Loans undof the Dasic prog rami 

— Loans averaging $720 will bo provided to 1,250,000 
fltudenta in 1981. 

--When the program la fully funded In 1983, loans 
averaging $i,40S will be provided to 1,352,000 
student* and by 1985, loans averaging $1,630 will 
be provided to 1,460,^00 students. 

--•The average amount of' the Basic Loans Is slanif icantly 
higher than the Dlrjict Loan beCAUfle>the Basic Loan will 
provide the funding required to meet student need after 
taking into cons i d^tat ion other Federal, State, loCal 
and institutional i>ld, family contributions* and 
student oolf-help., 



Lo^n* uivder the Supplemental prpgrami 



-Loans averiiging $1,600 will be prdvideeTto 1,350,000 
atudentB in 1981, an^ by 1985, loans averaqing ?2,175 
will be provided to 1,347,000 atudente. 

The reduction in* the average Supplement a1 loan' fi*oin 
thQ g^urrent Guaranteod loan is possible because 
,stu<3«nt need will be met through the Basic program^ 
with thd sSupi^lemental loan ^ub/&tituting for the 
expected family contribution n,hd the Aelf-help 
requirement, - in addition, th<^ Supplemental loan 
vlll be priced' closer to current interest rate;§( 
and 9ti\d©nts and parents will/ be less inclined- to ' 
turn to these loans. / 
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(DolloTra in Mfllions) 

co^t^ rrn 1979 ij^K- - unj^ 3^82 ' JLHi 

f CURFJBNT PROGRAMS': 

Direct Loans (NDSL) . $ 310 $ 310 $ 2:^0 :' $ 220 $" 220 $ 220 
Guaranteed LoAne (GSL) . ;520 970 ' l,lGd ^1,430 1,780 2,200 

Total oir^ TTT^^^Tm TT^tr'^j^ 

PROPOSED PROGRAMS I , ' ' 

Bapic Loans ^ " , 

Capital — 485- 950 1,572* 

Coot of Borrowing from / . / , , ' ^ 

Treaoury.. . \' 30- 210 ^ 323^ 

Subtotal, with i 

(Full cost) f. \^r.. ,^ ^1^, 

"^-"-^™«> , ■ '•'<-m!. "io'JSJ 

» 

Supplemental Lonne* V "0 

Subsidies and 'default - * , 

Payments ^ , — _^ g-^ 

(Phas^-out of GSn . . . . • - > • , J91Q) (70 5) ' (530) 

Total, Ptoposed „ 
' P^rograms 830 1,280 l,mo "l,500 2,000 2,695' 

COSTS or PROPOSED PROGRAMS 

COMPARED WITH CURRENT I > 0 ' " 

•PROGRAMS ' i_ • 

^ ............ , A- ^-150 — +265, 



1984 



$ 2.20 
2,760 



1,847 
303 ■ 



2,150 

(2,150) 
(100%) 



875 



3,025 



J,985 



$ ,220 
>3,520 



2,117 
198 



2,315 

(2,31^) 
(100%) 



1,020 



3,335 



•405 



lj)78 

I^an Dollar VQlume^ 

CURRENT PROGRAMS:^ 

DH«:CT LOANS, , . , $605 

GUARANTEED LOANS* 1^855 

Total 2 ' 460" 

PROPOSED PROGRAMS: 

Ba|^c Loans 

Suppl erne n't al Loans 

Total. 



(Dollars In Millions) 
1979 1900 1961 



$640 $640 
2,600 3,530 
3,240 3 4,170 



$640 
4,120 
4 ,760 



1982 



$640 
4,760 
'5,400 



1983 .1984 1985 



$640 

6 



9Q0 

2^160 



3,060 



1,330 
2,340 
3,670 



1,900 
2,540 



$640 
6,glO 



2,140 
2,730 



$640 
7,000 



2,300 
2,930 



TTJTJj TTO 



' 3tudQnt8 -Aided 

Direct/Basic Loanst* , 

No, Students Aided 

(Thousands) - . . ., 852 

Average LOan {$)*..,.,..... ^ 710 

Guaranteed/Supplemental Loanss 

No* Students Aided 

'(Thousands) * 1, 025 

^ Average Loan (5) . 1,810 

Total No. Students Aided 

(Thousands). ^ 1,877 

, ^Reduction in number of 



901 901 1,250 

710 710 ^ ■>20 



1,300 1,620 1,350 
2,000 2,190 1,600 



2,201 2,521 2,600 
students aided caused by 



1,285 
1,035 



1,353 
1,730 



1,352 
1,405 



1,358 
1,870 



1,417 

i,510 



1,355* 
2,015 



1,460 

1,630 



1,34>* 
2,175 



2,638 2,710 2,772 2,807 
expected decHj^ in entollments . 
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Coot ostimates aro a functfon of dolUt volume of loanH and intorost tato asaumptiono . 
Cuifront Proqramg * ^^"^^ 

Guaranteed Loans i 

--Dollar volumo assumptione for FY 1979 and FY 1980x Incroasos In first half of FY 1979 
of 38 percent continue through FY 19B0. 

• <^ — Loan dollar volume aasuinptiona for FY 1981 - FY 1985. ' ' , * 

Pootoecondary enrollment docIinoB gradually consistent with NCKS projections. 
^ Average loan amount intreases by eight percent per year. 

Participation Incrteasea by one percent xuiv year froirt 15 percent in FY 1901 to 
I'J potcrnt I Y IMMO. 

—Special allowance rate beisod on OMir s mid-sosji ion projections of 91-day Treasury' bill». 

* -v-* - * 

Direct Lo;^|\pi 

~ funda""^^" current level for new roderel capital contributions to institutional r«volvin9 
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Proposed Prog ramp 

^»f^''°^^T*'4®f fexClude the cost of the propqsed Governmoht Btudent ix>«n Association which 

^^if^ f """^ Supplemeiital Loan programs and provida a secondary 

marKet for supplemental loans, / ^ ^ 

SuppliiMntal toarfsi ^ 

Loam dollar volume assumptionA for FY 1901 through FY 1985j 
^ Participation of eligible students remains oonqtant at; 15 pei:cent.-^ 

^ Average loan amount increases by eight . percent per year* ' ^ *1* 

° Enr9llmenta gradually decline consistent with NCUS drdectionrf/ 



It 



-> Yl«ld to l«ndori 91-day Trodi*ury bilJB plus 3-1/2 percent (b.- uul on OM0*» Mid-««sslon 
proj9Gtlonfl of 91-day Troaaury bills). 

— Co«t to atudonti 91-day Treasury Dilla +1 percent. Pea«ral Govorniaent paya dlf(*i:ono# 
ot 2 1/2 p«rc«nt for duration of loan, lSS& 

> 

fta«lc Loans: 

^-lioan dollar volume Assumptions 

^ Participation of eligible students increases from 21 peroent in FY 1991 to 2S pero#ht 

in FY 1985^ , ■ 

^ fv^rage loan amount increases by 8 percent per year* 
^ Enrollments doolinfe gi^adually consistent with NCBS projectlbns, 

—CTapitali ^ASK>unt of loan capital borrowed from Treasury. 

— Cost of Borrowing from FFBt Assumes that amount borrowed will be repaid over ten yearn 
at an interest rate of T-Bills plus 1/B one percent, Paymonttt to FFB are net of In- 
come from collections* » >^ 

«■ t ' ' ■ 

-"Claims* 5 percent of annual loan volume that* is eligible for repayment is loss as 
the result of default, bankruptcy, death, or disability. 

—Phase-in Pldni Program phased in over three years, with 60 percent of total loan 
volumexin 1981, 80 percent in 1982 and reaching 100 percent in 1983. ^ 

■ . V. 153 
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Mr, BiirnANAN. Can wo count on thotjo njmuiaing given present 
circuni8tnnce«, as the :ndministration proposals, the oiTicial ndmin- 
lal ration propoaala on this subject? 

Mr, BoHKN. Yea, Mr. Buchanan. The adrninistrationB position, as 
the chairman and many members of this committee know, has 
been worked out over man^ monl^Jis. 

We felt conflicting pressures and values, just as this coniftiittee 
fools them. 

Wo have worked very intensively over the last (i' weeks with 
White House staff and with the OfTice of Management and Budget 
I myself have led the HEW delegation through the issues. 

Our proposals have benefited from the same kind of searching • 
review that you will conduct here. 

They have been approved, and this testimony has been cleared 
and approved, as the administration's position. ' 

Mr, Buchanan, Thank you. 

Mr. FoKD. Will the gentleman yield? ' 

I am informed that after we sUrted the hearing this morning 
there was delivered to our committee office the specific legislation 
to implement the testimony here this morning, and that it has 
been signed off by 0MB. 

That is the first time we have, reached 'that stage, and we just do 
not have time to go back to 0MB. 

Mr. Buchanan, that is their position, whether they like it or not. 

If they had asked me for my list down thei;e, there wouldn't have 
been anybody there this morning to sign ofTon it. 

Thank you very much. \ 

We are very grateful. 

Excuse n\e; Mr. Tauke, djo you have some questions? 

Mr^ Tauke. I just have one question, Mr. Chairman. This ques- 
tion, however, may have several parts. 

The proposed basic loan program could be considered an entitle- 
ment program , because of its total availability to any student up to 
set maximums. 

Does total accesfii to some form of a loan tend to push up tuitidn 
prices, because colleges know they can increase the tuition and, 
therefore, capture more Federal dollars? 

Mr. BOHEN- ^' 

The. unmet -need; which is used to ciilculato the basic *loan, pre- 
sumably Hows out of a basis of tuition and other costs of attending • 
school that will be met one way or another, or the students who 
cannot meet it siinply won't attend. , 

We believe, anor wo have no evidence to suggest that either in 
the NDSL prograi^, which has met some of iM^se needs, or in our 
proposals, that we would free colleges to make pricing change's that 
other circumstances are not forcing them to make. 

Mr. Tauke. Cert4iinly' you are aware of the very substantial 
mtjreases in costs >cff tuition over the last several years. There has 
been a suggestion by some that the reason tliis is the case is they 
felt the gap of money available and the more money that is availa- 
ble the higher the costs will go. 

What is the factor that will keep tuition costs down if the funds 
are available? 
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Mr. BoHEN. Well. I think the various resources that are proWded 
trom the fanxtly and the atudent self-help requirement that we are 
now adding us a requirement, for participation in these programs, 
and such Federal and other subsidies as ar« available will be 
pi'eaent. 

We will' provide you for the record our analysis of the evidence 
on this question. , 
Mr. Tauke. I would appreciate an analysis of that sort. 
Thank you very much. 
Thank ^ou».Mr. Chairman. - 
(The information referred to above follows:] 
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RQaaong why Ad min iotra 1 1 on * e Loan Propoaa I o ^* 

Thorfij aio sovoial roaeons why wo 1^1 fov© thoso loixn proposals 
will not IncroftBo tho oollogQ coato jfacod by aivirtonto and 
Lholr famlllos. 

Piral, hltftorlcal Oata indicate thnt th® availability oC Fodoral 
fttudont al<l do«« not by tto«lf induces unjustifiably largo 
Incroaaoa In U\e cost of a COII090 education. Tor oxamplo, 
total F<?dor«l outlays Cor studt^nt aid incroased moro than 
four-fold from $1.7 billion In^FV 1969 to ^rtn^ $7 . 3 billion 
In TY 1 977. Ovor tho anr^o period, avora^:;© tuition ^nd^ foes 
for a reoidenl full-tlm© student rose by 75% ajiid room and 
board ooRtft by 66%. Th<a combined effect of these Increajses 
still trailed the increase in the Consume): Price Index 

(CAM) over tho 1969-77 period, d'iapite'tho massive Infusion 
of Federal student aid dollars. 

Socond , t:ol legas and universities are faced with othor proeeuros 
as they cntor the 1980*8 which will act to restrain Incroasoa 
in tuition AJid tether charges^ Not tho leaeit of these is tlie 
projected decline, or at beat .3 level ing off^of^ coll^oge 
enrollments. The level of student charges vC^ill certainly be 
a f;jclor as I n*^ 1 1 tu t ions compete among thomsolves for a limited 
number of st\jidonts*. 
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V. - 

Third, a dlatlnctlon must bc^ mado botwocm grants and loans 
in torxxxQ of their impact on e«ucaeiontxl coots. In the cao^ 
of grants, it may bo poosiblo for an institution to raists 
ite turtion and havo th© full amount of that incroaee born© 
by thft Fodoral government rat^hor than tho studcant. Howovor, 
in thQ cTaoo of loang, atudentfl ultimately have to boar tho 
costs and inctltutiooD, thor©foro, have an incontivfi to 
mintmtzQ -bh« loan * burden e ^f—obudon^a^ -tic., f^r^p^b 

Fourth, pur loan proposals provide assistance to studonts 
only for actual educational costa. Thes© costs must be mot 
regardloss of whether the Tedoral govornmejnt makoo student 
loans available or not. Tho offset of our loan proposals 
is to provide- students (and thoir families) the option of 
using loans to meet a portion of those educational costs. 

Finally, wo expect the loan aollar volume under our proposed 
programs to be somewhat leso than the projected volume vindor 
the current programs, if extended. By clarifying the purpoaes 
of the two loan programs 5vnd by Encouraging students to uae 
loans only as a source of last resort, we bQli<^ve that many 
studentB will be relieved of an unnecessarily heavy loan 
burji^in. Conaequently, to the extent that improved access 
to loano in viewed by inati tution.^ aif an opportunity to raisQ 
their charges, the cost impact will bo les8 under the Adminis-- 
tration'3 proposal than under current programs. 
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Mr. Ford. Thank you. 
Mr. Simon? 

Mr. Simon. I have no questions, sir. 

Mr Ford. We will try to announce the specific dates for the 
hearing^a for the balance of the next 2 weeks as rapidly as possible. 

With consultation with the minority, I hope we can get some- 
thing out today, so that we can proceed and next week will be 
rolling right along. 

I know we will oe calling on you for a lot of specifics and we will 
try to anticipate in the next couple of days what those are goinp to 
be from the committee members so that when your representatives 
are here they will be prepared to respond to the specifics. 

Mr. BoHEN. Mr. Chairman, the department has already applaud- 
ed and Agreed to participate fully u\ your proposed seminars on 
this subject, and I can assure you personally that I will take the 
responsibility to see that we are involved and as well prepared^as 
we can be. 

If I could, since I stoppled in the middle of the testimony, I want 
to^ underscore the importance that the Secret^iry attaches and the 
administration attaches to our nroiX)8als under title Ill—the devel- 
oping institutions program. We also have proposals for some 
cnanges in title VIl, technical chancres in the law, which would 
I>ermit the Federal Government to ao something j^th respect to 
the facilities and equipment needs in the major re^pirch universi- 
ties. 

It is spelled x^Ut in considerable detail in this testimony. It is an 
issue and a problem that perhaps does not gi*ab the headlines, but I 
can tell you that it has engaged Secretary Califano's personal 
attention, and he is very responsible for the work we have done to 
try to define the problem and the Federal interest in addressing it. 

If this testimony were to haye a momorial to the Secretary in 
terms of a now idea and a new concern, 1 would say 'the section oT 
it devoted to the changes in title VII would be very fitting, bocaiiso 
it is something he has personally worked on a gi'oat deah 

Mr, FoRO. Thank you, and I want to thank you for your appear- 
ance' here on very short notice and less than ideal conditions. 

I say to my colleague from Alabama, he is much more gracious 
the morning after the Wednesdav night mass massacre than I was 
the morning following the Saturday night mass massacre. - 

That turned outio bo a mistake, too, didn't it? 

With that, the committee will bo in recess until Wednesday 
morning at 9:30 a,m. 

I Whereupon, .at 11:10 a.m. the Subcommittee on Postsecondary 
Education recessed, to reconvene Wednesday, July 25, at 9:30 a.m,] 
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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER . 
EDUCATION ACT AND RELATED MEASURES 

Part 8— Admlnislratioii Proposal 



WEDNKSDAY, JULY 25, 1979 

House OP Representatives, 
SuBCOMMirrEE ON PasrqECONDAHY Education, 

Committee on Education and Labor, 

Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9;80 a.m., in room 
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. William D. Ford (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Members , present: Representatives Ford, Simon, -Weiss, Ratch- 
ford, aj^id Buchanan. 

Staff present: Thomas R. Wolanin, staff director; Ratricia F 
Risaler, deputy staff dipector; William C. Clohan, minority assist^uit 
education counsel; Jennifer W. Vance, minority legislative asso- 
ciate. 

Mr. Ford. The SulKommittee on Post^ocondary Education will 
come to order for the purpose of continuing hearings on the 
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act and related measures 

This IS now the 26th hearing on roauthoriration. 

Uist Thursday, July 19, the subcominjtteo received the adminis- ' 
Iration s reauthorization recommendations. 

The Secretary's statement and the accompanying draft legisla- 
tion are the most comprehensive and challenging set of recommen- 
dalions wo have received, perhaps it's fair to say the i%st compre- 
hensive and the most challenging received from any smgle source, 
assunung the administration to be a single source. 
^ Our hearing todtiy as well m the additional hearings scheduled 
tor this week and next will focus on those features of the adminis- 
tration g bill that represent the most significant departures from 
current law, and we are doing this, as we explained in advanfce, by 
subject matter with panels consisting of people who have expressed 
the most interest in reacting to the administration's proposal and 
together with spokesmen for the administration, so that the mem- 
bers ot the committee can question both the administration and the 
other panelists at the same time with respect to particular subject 
matters before the committee on each day. 

Qur hearing today will consider the recommendations with re- 
spect to title HI, strengthening developing Institutions, and with 
respect to institutionftl eligibility. 

for title III the administration proposes to clarify the purpose of 
title III in line with new regulations that are in the process of 

(168) 
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promulgation> targeting it on institutions with a high proportion of 
needy students and low per pupil expendi^res/ * 

The administration also proposes to osm^yish a, new $r>0 million 
t^le III challenge grl\nt program, to incre^j^ fire overall title III 
authorisation level to $250 million per ye^^'i ^{1 to provide the 
option of longer term funding for title III gr^^^y^ipients. 

For institutional eligibility the administra^X) proposes to sever 
Titithe link between accreditation and institutional eligibility, 16 
strengthen the standards of institutional administrative and fiscah 
responsibility and to req^uire that certain types of information be 
provided to students as a'condition of eligibility. 

The first panel thia morning will have Mary Berry, Secretary of 
HEW for Education and Actmjj Commissioner of Education; Mr, 
Alfred Moye, D^rputy v^ommissionor for Higher and Continuing 
Education; Norman Francis, president of Xavier University of Lovi- 
'isiana, representing the National Association for Equal Opportuni- 
ty in Higher Education; Alban Reid, president, Bergen Community 
(College, Paramus, N.J., representing the American Association of 
Community and Junior Colleges, and Alvin Rivera for the National 
Hispanic lligher Education Coalition. 

We have been presented with prepared statements. 

I would think, without o]:)jection, tho statements submitted to the 
committee \wth resfiect to this mcTrning's subject matter will be 
included in full in the record, and I would ask that each of the 
panelists beginning with Secretary Berry to comment on the stat(j- 
ment or adll ta it or supplement it in any way he wishes/ and ask 
the members of the committee if we can to withhold questions 
until each of the panelists has made his comments, ai^d then we 
will proceed to ask questions from the committee. 

Secretary Berry? 

STATEMKNTS OF DK. MARY F. UKRUY. ASSISTANT SE(-UETARY 
FOR EDUCATION AND ACTINCJ COMMISSIONER OF EDUCA- 
TION. HEW; DR. ALFRED L. MOYfi. DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 
FjOR HI(;UER AMD continuing EDUCATION: DR. NORMAN 
FRANCIS. PRESIDENT. XAVIER UNIVERSITY. REPRESENTING 
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN 
- IIICIIER EDUCATION; DR. ALBAN E. REII), REPRESENTING 
THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNITY AND JUNIOR ' 
COLLEGES. PRESIDENT. BEIUJKN COMMUNITY COLLEGE; AND 
DR. ALVIN RIVERA. REPRESENTING THE AMERICAN ASSOCI- 
ATION OF COMMIINITY AND JUNIOR COLLEGES. NATIONAL 
HISPANIC IIKJHKR EDUCATION COALITION • 

STATEMENT OF DR. MARY F. HERRY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR EDUCATION AND ACTING COMMISSIONER OF EDUCA- 
TION. T)E!»ARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATON, AND WELFARE 

Dr. Deuuy, Thank you very mvich. 

I am pleased to be here (his morning. I camo hero lo testify on 
title 111 programs with Alfred Moy6, the very able Deputy" Commis- 
sioner, for several reasons. One reason was to indicate that there is 
somebody alive and well and running education at HEW, and that 
I am stiU (he duly constituted and authorized Assistant Secretary 
and the Acting Comniissioner of EduCjation. 
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The othor reason was Lo reiterate to you and to your committee 
that the proposals that we. have placed before yoa ore indeed the 
udminiatration's proi>osal8. The changes at the top )e^el in MEW in 
. rocent days do not, in any way, alter these proposals. 

These proposals wore approved by 0MB and the White Mouse 
and Secretary Marns will reiterate that they are the administra- 
tion 8 proposals. 

I think it is altogether fitting and proper that mogt of what wo 
submitted in our reauthorization package relates to the student 
loan programs. The bulk of Federal assistance is student aid and as 
you know, we are focusing our attention qn efTllciency, effectiveness 
and assuring accessibility to loans. 

Wo have made three proposals in th^area of institutional aid. 
We propose to improve our basic research capability. We tlxink that 
not only is research important to increase and improve the knowl- 
edge that IS available to students who are funded bv grants and 
loans hut it also is important to maintain a strong research capa- 
bility in- this country. 

The second proposal relates to the higher education and commu- 
nity outreach area in which we also are very interested. Finf^Uy, 

•ir '''^i^' "'"'^ proposing to increase the "authorization to $250 
million. This is our largest institutional aid program. 

We have tJpont much time, since we have been ip office oyer the 
ast 'M) months, struggling to clarify and define title III, what title 
HI 18 for. how it should be implemented, and trying to respond to 
some of the criticisms of it. ^ 

I think we successfylly did Uiat In the regulations that we issued 
and which governed the implementation of the program in the 
Ri'ttnts now being made. We came up with two criteria fof 
eligibility— the enrollment of students from low-income familii^ 
and low average expenditures per student. 

We have spent a great deal of time analyzing these factoi<). We 
think they are the right ones. This is why we come to you with a 
proposal which reinfor4>s the notion that developing institutions 
ale those with a large number of students for whom we must 
provide access to an equal opportunity for a quality eaucation. 

We have two kinds of ^rant^: One is a 1- to 3-year grant which is 
Venewable. That is. an^institution can reapply at the end of the 
grant period and be relunded. The other is a nne-time 7-year grant 
which 18 not renewable. An institution makes the choice on (he 
type of program. 

Our "challenge grant 'proposals came about because we believe 
that States ought to take greater responsibility for funding some of 
these programs in titje III. Instead of having a completely State- 
nmta|ied mo^jram and getting rid of the regular title III program, 
sincrwe don t know how many States would continue to fund those 
jnstitutions, we have come up with a 50-50 match where an institu- 
tion, no matter what kind of regular grants it has, can apply. If it 

fu"ds with State funds, these institutions are 
eligible for additional funds for title III purposes" ■ 
, n '^^^^ proposed a planning grant. In the existing 

title HI, there is no planning grant required in which an institu- 
tion detines lor itself, over the long term, how it plans to develop 
Its academic programs in order that it will not be forever strug- 
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ling for aurviyal and forever romaininR a developing^ institution, 
"hat in the hope. 

. Finally, Mr. Chairman, we are no longer requiring cooperaiivo 
arningementa. There has been a lot of criticism of cooperative 
arrangements. Some of them have Worked quite successfully and 
others seem not to be targeted on the kinds of improvements that 
institutions need. They are no longer required in our reauthoriza- 
tion proposals. 

We think that all of these proposals will not only improve devel- 
oping institutions, if enacted, but they will go a long way toward 
supporting the Ih-esident's commitment to helping institutions that 
serve large numbers of disadvantagod students and large numbers 
of black students— in particular, tho black colleges, ' 

We hope that these proposals will be enacted into law. My coh 
league, I)r, Moy6» will explain further some added changes that we 
have made and we propose to make a.^sociated with title 111. 

Thank'you very mucn, Ms. Chairman. 

(Dr. Berry's statement follows:] ^ 



167 



ASSlSMRMf^ohHlON 

I AM PLEASED TO BE WITH YOU TODAY TO PARTICIPATE IH TWE 
DISCUSSION OF OUR HIGHER EDUCATION REAUTHORIZATION 

PROPOSALS. As Secretary Califano's testimony of July. 19 

POINTED OUT. OUR PROPOSALS ARE DESIGNED TO EXPAND OUR 
COMMITMENT TO AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY FOR A QUALITY EDUCATION 
TO ALL /^lERICANS. As YOU KNOW. OUR PROPOSALS EMPHASIZE 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE MANAGEMENT EFFICIENCY AND ACCESS I BI1.ITY 
OF OUR STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM^. BuT HE HAVE ALSO INCLUDED 
PROVISIONS FOR INSTITUTIONAL AID: 
/ 

(1) A PROPOSAL TO ENHANCE OUR NATION'S BASIC RESEARCH 
CAPABILITY AND THE AMOUNT AND KINDS OF KNOWLEDGE 
AVAILABLE FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING TO STUDENTS 
AIDED BY OUR STUDENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS*. 



(2) A PROPOSAL TO RESTRUCTURE THE HiGHER EDUCATION 

AND Community Service Programs, and. 

(3) A proposal .TO strengthen the federal contribution 

to DEVELOPING COLLEGES UNDER THE TiTLfe III PROGRAM. 



M «e r? 0 - , n 
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During THE pa^t ?0 months^'-we; have made significant 

*TEPS TO CtARIFY AND IMPROVE OUR POLICIES' IN SUPPO;^T 
OF DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS, ThIS.WAS ACHIEVED IN 
CONSULTATION YflTH THE PROPLE MOST AFFECTED BY THE ■ 

Title III program: Administrators, PR0FESS(3tS[s> and 

STUDENTS. The CONCRETE EVIDENCE FOR THIS PROGRESS IS 
IN THE REGULATIONS WHICH WE PUBHsAed RECENTL^Y. ThE 
LEGISlLATIVE CHAJ^GES WHICH WERE PRESENTED TO YOU LAST 

thupsday would ;>.rovlde. a statutory amplification of 
that progress. ' . 

Evaluations anD reviews of tHe program have pointed' out 
the, lack of clarity with regard to the' definition of a 

DEVELOPING INSTITUTION. We HAVE FOR SOME TIME GRAPPLED 
WITH THE ISSUE OF HOW TO DEFINE EQUITABLY AND EFFECTIVELY 
THE ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA. YoU KNOW THAt'eaRLIER THIS 
YEAR HEW PUBLISHED REGULATIONS WHICH CONTAINED TWO 
QUANTIFIABLE CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY THE ENROLLMENT 
OF STUDENTS FROM LOW- INCOME FAMILIES AND LOW AVERAGE 
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> EXPENDITURES PER STUDENT. We HAVE INCORPORATED THESE 

IN OUR STATUTORY PROPOSAL. ThE QUANTIFIABLE FACTORS > 
HAVE SIMPLIFIED PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION AND INSURED MORE ' 
"■-EQUITABLE TREATMENT FOR '*ALL INSTITUTIONS. 

\ 

In ADDITION. WE HAVE PROPOSED LEGI^lAT^ CHANGES WHI01 
PROVIDE FOR A MORE EFFECTIVE APPLICATION OF FEDERAL 

RESOURCES BY PROVIDING FOR LONG TERM SUPPORT FOR 

* 

INSTITUTIONS WHIChf SO CHOOSE AND BY PROVIDING FOR CHALLENGE 
, GRANTS WHICH WILL BE MATCHED BY NON-pEDERAL SOURCES. 

ThUSx.WE HAV^ INTRODUCED LEGISLATI^(f IMPROVEMENTS THAT. 
DEFINE the' INSTITUTIONS THAT SHOULD RECEIVE ASSISTANCE 
AND WE HAVE DEVELOPED PROGRAMMATIC REFORM WHICH FOR 
THE FIRST TIME ENCOURAGE DEVELOPMENT AND GROWTH 
RATHER THAN REMEDIATION. 

I WANT TO POINT OUT THAT THE FACTORS DEFINING THE 
ELIGIBII^ITY OF SCHOOLS FOI^ TPIESE GRANTS WERE NOT 
DEVELOPED CASUALLY, DuRING OUR DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
REGUUTIONS. FIFTY-ONE DIFFERENT MEASURES WERE 
EXAMINED TO JDETERMINE THOSE THAT BEST .IDENTIFY ^yE TYPES 
OF INSTITUTIONS THE CONGRESS INTENDED TO BE SERVED. - 
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We believe the education of large percentages or economically 

AND ACADEMICALLY DEPRIVED STUDENTS TO BE CHARACTERISTIC OF 
institutions THAT ARE STRUGGLING FOR SURVIVAL AND ISOLATED 
FROM THE MAINSTREAM, BUT ARE ALSO CONTRIBUTING TO A DESIRABLE 

PUBLIC PURPOSE, Constructing a measure of the ^extent t6 

WHICH COLLEGES ARE SERVING THESE STUDENTS SEEMED AN 
appropriate way to identify INSTITUTIONS THAT SHOULD ^E 

considered for title hi funding. 

Relatively low operating expenditures per full time 
equivalent ^tudent was found to ^be strongly correlated 



TO A LACK OF F I NANCIAL RESOURCES' AND WAS FOUND TO BE 
THE BEST CRITERION FOR ID1[SWTIFYING INSTITUTIONS WITH 
LIMITED FINANCIAL RESOURCES WHICH ARE ^'STRUGGLING FOR 
survival" FOW FINANCIAL OR OTHER REASONS: 



I WANT TO UNDERLINE THAT THESE CRITERIA UNDERWENT INTENSE 
SCRUTINY, THAT MANY OTHER OPTIONS WERE INVESTIGATED, AND 
THAT THESE WERE THE CR I TER I A-^THAT WE THOUGHT MOST APPF^OPRI- 
ATE. We would hope that you WOULP SUPPORT OUR PROPOSAL 
TO MAKE THEM STATUTORY. We MUST MAINTAIN THE PROGRESS ME 
HAVE 'made in DEFINING WHOM THE PROGRAM SERVES^ 
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ThE LE6ISUTIVE PROPOSAL PROVIDES THAT DEVELOPING , 
INSTITUTIONS HAVE THE OPTION OF APPLYING FOR ONE OF TWO 
TYPES OF AWARDS: 

—A GRANT OF ONE TO THREE ¥EARS AfTER WHICH 

THE ^INSTITUTIONS GOULD RECOMPETE FOR ANOTHER 

AWARD^ OR 

—A LARGER ONE-TIME GRANT OF FOUR TO SEVEN 

YEARS, RECEIPT OF WHICH WOULD END ELIGIBILITY 

FOR Title III assistance. 
The longer and larger awards would allow institutions at 

a certain point in their development to opt FOR THE 
SECURITY OF A SUBSTANTIAL, LONG-TERM COMMITMENT THAT 
WOULD PERMIT THEM TO PURSUE MORE EXTENSIVE DEVELOPMENT 
PLANS. 
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The bill also includes a new program of "challenge 
grants". ThYs new initiative would have a separate 
authorization of $50 MILLION. These grants would 

ONLY BE AWARDED TO PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS 
when STATES AND PRIVAtE SOURCES^ RESPECTIVELY ARE. 
WILLING TO MATCH THE REOUESTED FUNDING 50-50. It WOULD 

be our hope and expectation that this would stimulate 
a partnership between the federal government and the 
states in t^e case of public institutions^ and the 
Federal government and the private sector the case of 
private institutions, 

We NEED TO ENCOURAGE STRONGER COMMITMENT BY INSTITUTIONS 
AND BY THE STATES.' At A VERY BASIC LEVELj THERE IS NO 
STRONGER COMMITMENT THAN A FINANCIAL ONE— PARTI CULARLY 
IN THIS DAY OF STRINGENT BUDGETS. I BELIEVE THIS 
PROPOSAL^ PARTICULARLY IN COMBINATION WITH THE PROPOSAL 
TO ALLOW LARGER - LONG TERM COMMITMENTS/ WILL GO FAR IN. 
FOSTERING DEVELOPMENT AND GROWTH INSTEAD OF PATCHWORK 

REMEDIATION. 

f 

In ADDITION/ WE ARE MAKING A NUMBER OF CHANGES THAT WILL 
IMPROVE THE ADMlNlSTRATIOjN OF THE PROGRAM AND WHICH 
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Dr. Moye^ the Deputy Commissioner responsible for the 

ADMINISTRATION OF THE PROGRAM WILL OUTLINE FOR YOU. ' 



In CONCLUSION LET ME SAY^ THAT IT WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE 
FOR ME TO OVEREMPHASIZE PRESIDENT CARTER 's COMMITMENT 
TO THESE INSTITUTIONS— TO THE HISTORICALLY BLACK AND 
OTHER INSTITUTIONS WITH A STRONG COMMITMENT TO ACCESS. 

The increased authorization from $120 to $250 million 
underlines that c0w1itment more dramatically than any 
rhetoric from Ma 



I WOULD HOPE THIS SUBCOMMITTEE AND THE CoNGRESS WILL 
ACT FAVORABLY ON OUR PROPOSALS, 

Mr. FouD. Dr. Moy6? 

STATKMENT OF DR. ALFRKl) L. MOYft. DEPUTY 
(X)IVIMISSIONER FOR HK.HKR AND CONTINUING EDUCATION 

Dr. MoYfe. Thank you. Mr. Chai rman, 

1 should like to summarize some of the ways we believe the 
administration's proposals will allow us to better administer the 
title III program. 

I would like to emphasize a couple of them. 

The comprehensive development plan is a major change for us, 
and I believe will assist us greatly. The institutions will be forced 
into prepai ing tiieir own plan to have a context for planning'and a 
context from which they can develop their proposals, so that. 
activities thai they are asking us to fund fit into a comprehensive 
plan. » • 

This will allow us to systematically follow the programs of the 
institutions, and be able to measure more significantly than in the 
past just how well thq institution is pt-ogreseing. 

We have also proposed eliminating acme of the restrictive catego- 
ries of activities. Previously all funded activities have to fall under 
four major categories. We ore proposing broad language so Chai the 
institututions will have a great deal more flexibility in tailoring 
their proposals to meet their needs. 
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By climinaling the cooiH>rulivc arrongomonts, wo believe we 
have improved the program significantly also. 

When the law wa^ written, it was thought that the institutions' 
we were h(*lpiniJ would need assistance from other institutions or 
other agencies. While those arrangements have helped many insti- 
tutions, our proposals would allow them but not require them. 

There was in the law a waiver for Indian institutions and institu- 
tions which serve a large percentage of Spanish surnamed stu- 
dents. These waivers ditlered for the two groups. We have now 
uniformly dealt with this issue, and you will find that in our 
proposals there wijl be a S-year waiver for both types of institu- 
tions. 

By incorporating the thrust of the regulations in the law, 1 think 
w(^ will also lend stability to the j)ro(?ram. It means now that we 
will not have a changing ix)ol of ehgibles. It means that we will not 
have to go through anotner award cycle with endless disputes as to 
program purpose and endless apoeals by institutions to be given 
special consiaeration in the eligibi\ity. determination process. 

As a program administrator, that prospect pleases me greatly. 

I would, as Dr. Berry has stated, strongly urge you tx) support 
these proposals. All of us who care about the program and the 
institutions it servos want to see it functioning efficiently and 
effectively, and the proposals you have before you will go far in 
eliminating obstacles to that en^. ' ^ 

Thank you very much. 

|I)r Moy6'8 statement follows:} 



\ 

\ 

I 



TESTIMONY OF 
OR. ^ALFRED L. MOVE 
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER FOR HIGHER AND CONTINUING EDUCATION 
U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION 

I SHOULD LIKt TO SUMMARIZE VERY DRIEFI.Y A FEW OF THE WAYS IN WHICH THE 
ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL WILL ALLOW US TO BETTER ADMINISTER THE TITLE 
III PROGRAM. 

« 

^ • 

THE BILL REQUIRES THAT TITLE III AII'LICANTS PREPARE A COMPREHENSIVE 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN AS PART OF THEIR APPLICATION. THIS WILL INSURE THAT 
ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN WITH THE FUNDING WILL FIT INTO AN OVERALL STRATEGY 
FOR INSTITUTIONAL GROWTH AND IMPROVEMENT. AS PART OF SUCH A STRATEGY. 
THE IMPACT OF TITLE III FUNDING WILL BL MAXIMIZED. THE PLAN WILL ALSO 
, INCLUDE MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES WHICH WILL BE EXCEEDINGLY HELPFUL IN 
MONITORING AND EVALUATING AN INSTITUTION'S PROGRAMS, 

WHEREAS THE CURRENT LAW LISTS FOUR TYPES OF ACTIVITIES WHICH MAY BE 
UNDERTAKEN WITH THP FUNDiV,. OUR PROPOSAL WOULD ELIMINATE THESE CATEGORIES 
AND SUBSTITUTE BROADER LANGUAGE WHICH WILL GIVE INSTITUTIONS MORE ■ 
FLEXIBILITY IN TAILORING THEIR PROPOSALS TO THEIR SPECIFIC NEEDS AND 
CIRCUMSTANCES. 

THE BILL WOULD ELIMINATE THE PROVISION IN THE CURRENT LAW REQUIRING 
COOPERATIVE ARRANGEMENTS. WHILE THE ORIGINAL INTENT WAS NO DOUBT BASED ON- 
THE BELJtF THAT THESE POOR STRUGGLING INSTITUTIONS COULD USE ASSISTANCE 
FROM ANY BIG BROTHER THEY COULD FIND, WE FIND NOW THAT WHILE SUCH 
ARRANGEMENTS MAY STILL BE DESIRABLE IN SOME CIRCUMSTANCES, IN OTTlERS, 
ARTIFICIAL ARRANGEMENTS ARf ENTERED INTO JUST TO MEET THE LETTER OF THt 
LAW. WE BELlEVt IT IS MORE DESIRABLr TO MAKE COOPERATIVE ARRANGEMENTS 
OPTIONAL. A SINGLE INSTITUT4pN MAY, FOR EXAMPLE, SEEK SUCH ASSISTANCE IN 
ACCOMPLISHING ONt OF ITS GRANT ACTIVITIES, AND NOT ANOTHER. 

ERIC i 7.1 
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WHILC THC LAW CURRENTLY PROVIDES WAIVERS FOR INDIAN SCHOOLS AND THOSE 
SERVING A LARGE POPULATION OF SPANISH SURN/\MC STUDENTS, WE ARE MAKING 
THESE WAIVERS UNIFORM TO SIMPIiVy THEIR ADMINISTRATION. 



I NEED NOT POINT OUT TO YOU THAT THE INCREAStO AUTHORIZATION LEVEL WILL 
PERMIT US TO ASSIST MORE DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS AND TO MEET MORE OF 
THEIR NEEDS, AS ONE COMMITTED DEEPLY TO THIS'^RROGRAM. THAT PROSPECT 
PLEASES ME IMMENSELY. 



INCORPORATING THE THRUST OF THE NEW REGULATIONS IN THE LAW W1).L LEND 
STABILITY TO THE VROGRAM. IT MCANS THAT WE WILL NOT HAVE A CHANGING! 
POOL OF ELIGIBLES. IT MEANS THAT WE WILL NOT HAVE TO 'GO THROUGH ANOnHER 
AWARDS CYCLE WITH ENDLESS DISPUTES AS TO PROGRAM PURPOSE AND ENDLESS APPEALS 
TO THE PROCESS. AS A PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR. THAT PROSPECT PLEASES ME 
GREATLY, ' ^ 



I WOULD, AS DR. BERRY HAS. STRONGLY URGE YOU TO SUPPORT TUESC PROPOSALS . 
ALL OF US WHO CARE ABOUT THE PROGRAM AND THE INSTITUTIONS IT ^ERVES, 
WANT TO SEE IT FUNCTIONING EFFICIENTLY AND EFFECTIVELY. THE PROPOSALS 
' YOU HAVE BEFORE YOU WILL 60 FAR IN ELIMINATING OBSTACLES TO THAT END. 

Mr? FouD, Thank you. 
Dr. Francis? 

STATEMENT OF DR. NORMAN FUANCIS. PKESIOENT, XAVIER 
UNIVERSITY, REFRKSENTINC THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
FOR EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

Dr. Francis. Mr. Chairman a^d members of the Subcommitteo 
PostsGCondary Education, my name is Norman Francis. 

I am president of Xavier University in Now Orleans, La. 

Today 1 appear before you on behalf of the Nationt»l Association 
for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education, NAFEO, the member- 
ship organization of 107 historically and predominantly black col- 
leges. 

Those colleges enroll more than 200,000 students and continue to 
account for approximately one-half of the black recipients of bacca- 
laureate degrees. 




ERLC 
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I oHWc-ially thonk y6u, Mr. C^hairmaii. and I am particiilarly 
ploaaed to have this opportunity to comment on the admimstrn- 
tion 8 pi oposalH because, in general, we applaud and commend the 
adminiHtralion for iUs recommendationH for amendments. 

If adopted, it« propoaals would strenf^rthen and clarify the legisla- 
tion, would make title III an appropriate conipanion piece to the 
modernized atudent aid legislation that Congress has already en- 
' /i"^ would encourage developing institutions to move toward 
seu-sulTiciency. 

Now, four brief comments on several asix^cts of those recommon- 
dationa. 

One, on program authorization, we enthusiastically endoi-ge that 
aapect of the administration's definition that a developing institu- 
tion ja one whose enrollment, "includes a substantial number of 
HtudenUs (rom low-mcome familieJj." The adoption of this defyiition 
wi I clear up confusion that has existed up to Ihia point- in defii\ing 
a develoi)ing institution. 

It would serve the interest of the institutions -by incroa^ing their 
self-sunic-iency and society's by strengthening ifietitutions to serve 
(he broadw social cause of contributing to the higher education 
reaources of the Nation. 

We consider it sound policy to assist institutions under the title 
III program on the basis of the large number of low-income arid 
econoniically deprived students whom they serve. 

NAFI'X) institutions, with large aumbers of low-income students. 



have long contended that the productiv(i 



- " - ,-.vyu^v.«.vvr capacity our institutions 

have developed to pouv large numbers of^ students with low-income 
backgrounds into society with baccalaur^Ue and graduate degrbes 



is as important to our society as the j 
traditional research activities 



technological capacity' of 



We have contended that Federal support of these colleges pro- 
duces potential solutions to the long run benefit of America that 
are as important as those we seek in heart and cancer research, 
and I might mention energy. 

Althougii these colleges and universities comprise less than 5 
percent of America's institutions of higher education, they enroll 
approximately one<)uarter of all blacks attending college and as I 
noted earlier, award almost half of the baccalaureate degrees 
earned bv blacks nationally. 

What NAFEO institutions have done for minority blacks other 
institutions with Federal help have done for Indians,' Hispanics and 
economically deprived whites? We know tliat large numbers of 
those institutions are similnrlv situated, in that they are rendering 
invaluable services .to society % serving large numbers of low- 
mcome and disadvantaged students. 

However, they are burdened financially largely because they 
assume the burden of assistmg large numl)ers of low income and 
disadvantaged students It is, accordingly, proper for govemibent to 
recognize those mstitutions a^ developing because of the clientele 
whom they serve. We. accordingly, applaud defining a developing 
institution as one whose enrollment includes a substantial number 
of students ftx)m low-infcome families. 

We would nut object to including in the program authorization a 
definition of a developing institution based on average expendi- 
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turea per full^ime equivalent student, if this prevision is given a 
relatively low weight in con^paFison to the criterion of serving 
substantial numbers of Btudenta from low-income famiHe8> or if 
clear recognition ib given to the fact that some institutions have a 
high average expenditure because they are serving low-income stu- 
dents. 

With respect to appropriations, we t\ro pleased with the adminis- 
tration's proposal that the authorization level be $250 million for 
each year ending prior to October 1, 1985. jjf 

We endorse an appropriation not to exceed 24 percent to develop- 
ing institutions that are junior or communit^y colleges. We favor an 
appropriation of million to be authorized for each fiscal year 
ending prior to October 1» 1985, for challenge grants for developing 
institutions. 

With respect to eligibility for a8siQtance> we concur in defining 
eligible institutions as those that are legally authorized within a 
State te conduct an educational program for which a bachelor^s 
degree is obtainable, or which is a junior or community college as 
defined in the proposed amendment. 

On purpose and duration of grants> we recqgnize that institutions 
*do differ. Accordingly, we favorably view the proposal that there be 
two funding strategies; short term, renewable grants up to 1} years, 
or longer term terminal grants for 4 to i years- The choice, howev- 
er, would be left to the institutions. 

With respect to applications for assistance, we consider it desir- 
able to require applicants to present a comprehensive development 
|)lan or at least a description as to how it will develop a plan to 
strengthen academic quality and institutional management, and to 
|)rovide for institutional self-sufficiency and growth. 

We also agree that the funding should be supplemental to the 
extent practical and riot a substitute for existing funding. We agree 
also to , mechanisms for evaluating and exercising fiscal control and 
fancying accountability. 

As to challenge grants^ we lully support the proposed separate 
authorization of an annual appropr iation of $50 million that would 
stinuilate a partnership between the Federal Government ftnd the 
States in the cas<? of public institutions, and the Federal Govern- 
ment and the private sector in the case of private institutions in 
moving developinj^ institutions toward self-suificiency. 

We believe the public interest requires that all parties with a 
stake in the survival and future development of these institutions 
accept a fair share of the responsibility for their encouragement 
and"support. 

With respect to the Advisory Council on Developing Institutions, 
we are particularly pleased to note that the new proposed legisla- 
tion continues, from the old authorization, the Advisory Council on 
Developing Institutions. This Council provides a mechanism for 
citizens from throughout the, country to make many recommonda- 
tiojns concerning the operation pf the title HI program. 
' This becomes even more important as we take another step 
toward brinj^ing the title III program in consonance with the needs 
based financial did progi;j[^ms to gefye students frohn ecoi\oinically 
deprived families. . ' * . ^ . 
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With respect to limitations, we agree with the Hniitation.s that 
appropriations should not violate our separation o( State and 
church principles and should not be inconsistent with our State 
desegregation efforts and, in sunuiiary^we do applaud the adminis- 
tration's proposal for the reauthorization of title III. 

We would welcome the elimination of doncepts such as, "not in 
the current stream/' and, "struggling," which arc confusing and, to 
many, demeaning. 

We believe that the new proposed legislation recognizes that 
large numbers'of low-income students who are currently outside 
the mainstream of our society must be brought into that main- 
.stream to strengthen America, 

Colleges that develop these low-income students into resourceful 
and productive members of society are performing national service 
and should be assisted by society in fulfilling these developmental 
functions. 

I again thank you for the opportunity to comment on antl to 
conunend to you the proposed amendments. 
(Dr. Francis' statement follows:] 



no 
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auiy 25, 197^ 



171 



My name .s Norman Francis. 1 am President of X«vier University in New 
Orleans; Loulslflna. Today, I appear before you on behalf of the National Association 
For equal Opportunity ,n Hightr education (NAPEO), the membership organisation of 
lO; historically and predominantly black colleges. \hps,, colleges enroll more than 
200,000 students and continue to account for apfiroximatety one-half of the black 

i 

recipients oi baccalaureate degrees, I e^pcciaiiy thank you. My. ChAtrman, for thi, 
opportunity lo comment on il>« Administration's proposal to amend Title III of the 
Higher Education Act of {96 5. 

Virtually an our institutions hftvo been amontf the more than 700 institutions that 
have benefitted horn Title ML Studi*;5 consistently .how the fart that the academic 
quality, <idmmistrative capacity, and student services of our institutions have been 
significantly strengthened by Title HI funds, consistent with the objectives of the 
prograrru • \ 

\ am particuUrly pleased to have this opportunity to comment on the Adminis- 
tration's proposals because, m general, we applaud and commencf the Administration 
for Its recommendations for amendments. If adoptod, its proposals would strengthen 
and clarify the legislation, would make Title IH an approprUfo companion piece to the 
.no^Je-mued student aid legislation that Congres.s Im/already enacted, and would 
encourage developing institutions to move toward s^-suf ficiency- 

Program Author izatiot^ 

Wu entliusiastically endorse that aspect of the Administration's definition that a 
developing institution is one whose enrollment" includes a substantial number of 
students from low^income families." The adoption of this definition will clear up 
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r<jnfiA^u>n ihnt has existed xip to this point in cJcfintng <x dovolopmg Institution. It 
would strve the mterosi oi the Institutions by Increasing their sclf-JUUlclcncy, and 
sociccy's by strengihentng Institutions to serve tlx* broader social caujc of t ootributing 
16 the higher education resources of the nation. Wc consider it iOund policy to assist 
tnstUntigns under ihc Title III Program on the basis of the large number of low-lncomc 
and cconon^lcally deprived iludcnls whom thoy sorve, NAFEO institutions, with targe 
numbers of lolv-tncomc students., have lonf^ Contended that iho productive capacity our 
institutions Kavc developed to pour large numbers of students with low-Income 
backgrounds ^ntt^i^qicty with baccalaureate and graduate degrees is as Important to 
our society as the fcechnologlcaJ capacity of traditional research activities. We have 
' onc/]rfidod that Federal support of these colleges producer' potential solutions to the 
long run benefit of America that are as Important ai those wo seek In heart and cancer 
rosnar^h. .>yc have pointed to a solid record of accomplishments in fulfilling society's 
■njissions. Historically, tho hisioricaiiy bjack colleges ha»vo pf:oduced over 70 percent 
of <ill the black graduates of colleges since the Inception of tlxis nation. In the.fi^ure, 
ihVy ^tll produce in exccSs of 300»000 college graduates every ten ycar.s. 

In the IS60*s and 1870's, when the Trecdman's Bureau wai stimulating black 
cclocatlon, the colleges founded for Black Americans rosponrffed- Their initiaJ and 
continuing coni^mitment literally cre.ated a black leadership class while almost all 
others left tht field of black higher education fron^ the 1870*5 to the mid-1960'5. 

In "^orld War U World War 11, and tl^ic Kortan Conflict, th«; black colleges again 
ri^spondcd to a national need, in cooperation with the rcderrti Cpvernment through 
th^ir' ROTC units, which laid the foundatio*i for the modern black officers In the 
armed forces. Now. 7 5 percent of the offlcer.s arc graduates of these colleges, 
including ilv? late General Oiiniel "Chappie" Jarnes and Admiral Samuel Gravely, two 
of the highest ranldng officers in the military. 
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In the* l*>60*5, when th<? Fedcraf GoverrtVn<5niT_^G*^^ its support for cquiiliz. 

ing e/ducftttonal opportunitr^sJi3^,£Li4£|k^^er tU* black colleges agAui responded 

by i,ncre<x5irig ttiolr capACUic$, and modernizing their programs to produce almost 
twice A$ m^ny j^raduates^s U^lore. Without that, even in 1979, ^^vc would have half as 
many black college graduates m A^mcrica- ' • 

Hbtorically black colleges (private arTd public) arc a vital national rcsourcc- 
Although thcsp colleges and universities comprise less than 5 percent of America's 
Institutions of higher educatiof\, they enroll apfj^oximatcly one-quarter of all ..Blacks 

V 

attending college and, as I noted earlier, award almost halt 'qf the baccalaureate 

degrees earned by Blacks national j^. 

Scv<gity-rive percent of Biack /Americans with Ph.D. degrees aVe products of the 

historically black coUegcs^ as ^re 7 5 percent oLblack military of{i(r<?rs, 80 percent of 

black Federal judges tind 35^perecnt of black physicians. 

Black colleges were founded to serve those who had be^'n severely Crippled by 
• ■ i 

over 200 years of dehumanizing slavery and chronic poveriy. The main gwil of tl\e 

• ^ ^ u 

Jiistorically black colleges continues to be the elcvaiion of disadvantaged Vouth to 
creative citl^ensl^ip, ^ . / ^ 

These developments have been possible because *of "thJ^'' commitment , of these' 
schools to educating fMack Americans* and the design of Federal programs that made 
it possible for hustorically black colleges to serve "^^^ students with better programs- 
^ha^ NAFflO institutions have done for mijiority Blacks, other institutions with 
Pfcd^al help have done for Indians, ^Hlspanlcs and economically deprived Whit<^. We ^ 
know th<\t large, numbers of thc*e Institytioiw are similarly situated, in that they are 
»r<^ndering ,uwaluabl<: services to sochsty by serving large numbers of low^inrome and 
disadvantaged students. However, they are burdened linancially largely because they ^ 
a^ume' tlie, burden of assisti^ig large' numbers of low-in(;ome and disadvantagecf* 
students* Ft is, acCordinja-ly^v-pVop^r for government to reCognize-tnese institutions as 



174 



developing because i of tlv: clientele whom tlvsy serve* Wc, accordingly, applaud 
defining a developing instituiion as one whose enrollment includes a substantial 
J number of students from low-Income (amili>^s. 

\Vc would not object to including tn the program authorisation a definition of a 
developing msmunon based on a^crivge expenditures per full-time c<lulvalcnt student, 
\X this provision is given a relatively low weight in comparison to the criterion of 
serving substantial numbers of students from low-income families, or if clear recogni- 
tion IS Riven ^to ^^^j^ct that ^ome institutions have a high average expenditure 
because they are se^^ilow-lncome studeniS- 

Approprialions ^Xuthpi^zcd 

Wff are pleased with the Administration's proposal that the authorization level be 
$250 million lor each' yean tending prior to October I, 1935. We endorse an 
appropriation, not to exceed 2'f percent, to developing Institutions that are junior or 
cofnmunlty colleges- We favor an appropriation of $.50 million to be authorized for 
each fiscal year ending prior to October I, 1985 for Challenge Grants for developing 
institutions. 

Eligibility for Assistance 

We concur in defining eligible institutions as those that are legally authorized 
within a state to conduct an educational program for which a bachelor's degree Is 
obtaii>ablc, or which is a junior or community college as defined In tlic proposed 
amendment. 

P urpose and Duration of Crgint "^"^ 

We recognize that institjitlons do differ. Accorcfihgly, \vc favorably view the \ 
proposal that there be two funding strategies: short term, ren^\Vable grmits up to 
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thr^ >Wr5i or longer tern» terminal t^r^^ntJ for (our to seven years. The cholCo, 
however, would be left to the institution?. 

Applications tor Assntancc - 

We consider ,t desirable w require applirants to pr^cnt n comprehensive 
developmont p|<in, or, m least. «. description as to how 1, will develop o plan to 
strengthen acAdemic quality, and institutional managernefu, nnd to provide (or' 
.ns,.tut,on.vl self-sufficiency <vnd growth. We also agree, th^t the funding should l.c> 
supplemental to the extent p'rftct.caJ and not a substitute for existing funding. We 
. agree also to mechanisms for evaluating and exorcising fiscaj control and funding 
accounldbility. Keeping records And submitting reporls are vhlid requirements. 

Challenge Grants ^ 

Wc fuHy suppoi t the proposed separate authorization' of an annual appropriation 
of $5fi million Chat would stimulate a partnership between the roderaf Government and 
tWstates in the ca?e of public institutions, and the Federal Government and the 
^jvale sector in thb case of private institutions in moving developing Institutions 
toward l^lf-suff.ciency. We believe tl«! public interest rfcquii^s that all parties with a 
stake in the survival and fufure development of these institutions accept a fair share 

of the responsibility (or their encouragement and support, 
■s 

Advisory Council on DcvelqpliiR Instftutions 

We are p.vtlculaMy pleased to note that the new proposed legislation continues, 
from the old authorfzation, the A^isory Council .on Developing Institutions. This 
Council provides a mcchaaism for cItiJtens from throughout the country to make many 
recommendations concerning the operation of the Title III Program. This becoivs - 
^cven more important as we take another step toward bringing the Title III Program In 
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t'ooionance wah th« nccds-bus^d (inanrial atd progrann to students (rom 

c< onomu dlly deprived familici. 

Wc ftgnjo wkth the hmuatiws ti^Jft appropruuitsnj should not violate our 
SdpAi-ntioo o( 5tato and church prlrK:jpl<is and should not bo inconslstont wUh our ^tatc 
d«56grogttilon offoris, a 

Summary ^ 

Wc apploud th<j Administration's proposal tor tl^ Rcauthorfzation of TiTlc III. 

Wc would Nvx5lcorne*thG ciimination of concepts. such A3 "not in xho currfcnt stream" and 

"strugglin^'^whlch arc confusing ^ind^^io many, dr:me«ming. Wc bcUcvc that the new 

proposed legislation recdgntzes that large numbers o( low-income students who are 

currently outside the mainstream of our society must be brought into thot mainstream 

* 

- to strengthen Amei ica- 

■ t> 
Collogos that develop these low-income students Into resourceful and pi'oductlve 

member? of society are performing national service and should be assisted by socio ty^ 

in fulfilling these developmental furKtitxis. 

In the proccis, the Federal Government should also assist the colleges in moving 
toward seLf-suf ficjei'^cy. * 

I again tl^ank you for the opportunity to comment on*and to commend to you the 
proposed amendments^ 

Mr. Ford. Mr, Reid? 

HTATKMKNT OF DK. ALUAN E. KEID, TRKSIDENT, BKRGEN 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

Dr. Reio. Mr: Chairnnan and members of the subcommltjLee, I am 
Alban Reid, president of Bergon Conmmnity College in Paratyxua, 
N.J., and for Mt\ Siitioh's benefit, fornigrly proflident of Blafck 
Hawk College yi.]v|plina. 111., for 11 yeara. 

I am most pleased to be given the opportunity to commont on the 
Carter administration's plans- for the reauthorizatioh of title III, 

In general the admiiiistration is to be comn\ended for seeking to 
clarify the progrfim definitions^ eligibility criteria^ and to direct the 
program goals toward measurable and^ittaiiuible standards. 

.The association a^^s \Fith the Carter administration that the 
avithorization level of $120 n)illic)n ^ould be increased, ' and $250 
million seems to^.bo a reasonable and desirable? figure. 
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Wo support the deHnition of "dcvolouinft" institution m outlined 
in tlu> proposed i?(»ction HOI, bmuuse oligiblity to participate in tho 
program \;vould depend upon two measurable criteria and not tho 
subjectivo opinions of tho OK program personnel. 

However, we agrw with some of the eritica of thin proposal that 
the onrollment of t* substantial number of «tudenta from low^^n- 
come families and low average gonorj?! fund ejfpendituree per full- 
time e<]^uivalent student are factors that are not necessarily corre-"* 
luted with being a i^cveloping institution. 

> We feel that I'TE cost is frec^uently related to the gwgraphical 
region and also relates to the sizo of tho institution - A Very large 
institution -might very well effect a small FlUi general fund ratio. 

We commend the administration for allowing possible exceptions 
ih meeting the eligibility driteria for institutions on or near Indian 
. roaervatiohfj «n.d for those institutions which increase opportunities 
for postaecondary education for Spanish-speaking people. 

We support the proposed changes in the duration of -grants, the 
option of applying either for a :{ year renewal grant or a maximum 
7-your grant. 

'rhia will faster long-range planning' that is vei^y necessary for 
the future. Tho challenge grant program is going to encourage 
StatcH to aid weak public in.^titutions, especially in those States 
which operated dual systems of higher education. It is a good 
■ mveHtment of Federal doUars. tiS is encouraging private colleges' to 
take some responsibility for their own futures and to work tqward 
aolf sufficiency. 

We do. howevef. differ with the administration over two signifi- 
cant poinla: . • . " 

First, tho maiatenance of only n 24 -pe^rcent set-aside for the 2- 
year colleges, and second, the deletion of all roferonces to eligibility 
^of consortia and cooperating agencies^ and v^e would questipn Soc- 
rottu-y Berry as to why the Iej?i8lative language makes no mention 
of cooperative measures, if indeed these ape still possible options. 
We would hope some attention would be given to that igsue. 
^e nry grateful that there has been a sot-aside, so we urgoHho' 
subcommittee lor 2-year colleges" which collect,iv<>{y enj-oU about '10 . 
percent of all undergraduate aiid 5(5 percent of all minority stu^* 
donta in the country to incrc\^ee that set-aside to- 85 percent. ( - 
' We feel if minorities are to be provided the opportunities. W 
higher education in substantial numboj-iS, the community collegcy" 
- must provide many of thoso- opportunities and that providing 
set^aside recommended or suggested vc^ould demonstrate the com-' 
mitment ot the administration and the Congress to see that 'he' 
'neediS o( minorities <ire substantifilly mot, 

• We also ui-R^.- the .subcommittee) to seek' clai4fic^ition fronvtlie 
,^idmmi{9tration as to ihe pjospective eligibility of consortia aAd 
vyhat jrole,,it any: cooperating agencies' aie id play under tho prc!*- 
pQSod plan. , , . • , , . . 

I have alwady commented on Secretary Befrv's mention of this • 
issue ■ . " . 

.We agree and acknowledge that some cooperative agreementR 
:-}mvV. not .worked well; Oh th^. other hand, other consortia 'such as " 
tht** AcUon cofiaortiuin, of 100 Comnni^nity and. junior colleges, have 
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beon model programn of great adwinlagc* to iho participating. 
iiuitttutionH 

Wc recoininc^nd that eligible institutions, ifthoy so desire, contin- 
ue to bo allowed to pool their resources and form consortia in 
fospect to niceting thtMr measurable objectives in \he title lU pror 
gram. VVe also recommend that the Secretary continue* to allow 
dovoljoping institutions the UMp of an aaaisting agency if indeed^the 
institution or consort iun^ of institutions deenis it necesaary and/or- 
helpful • \ ' ' 

Lmi; we ask the subconxmittee to look closely at the Advisory 
(^)uncil on Devx^loputg Institutions. This iy one of the few advisory 
council that the adnunistration leavf?s intact. 

If the^riubcotnittee deems U desirable to continue the life of 4his 
body, we ask that community and juiuor goJlegic^s bi^ repreaonted on 
thut council in pruport ioa to their set-Aside in the U^ialatian. Since 
the inc(>ption of tpe lille III [program in l!)Gr), comnuu^ity nnd 
junior colleges havi? hue! little to\no reprefcKMitation on tho Advisory 
(\)ua( il V)n Dcwelojnng institvitJoii^^ . 

We -<eel thAt. the lack of aidecjuate 2-yenr ' col U^|3;e^ representation 
on th(^ Advisory ('ouncjl M^d l\\(nr App^lrent Tack of kno\vledge 
aluuit bur. sector ^iJ4d itsi vonjributi^an tp the Natrioti wud t6 minority 
AnuM'icQivs m general, has V^rked to the- d.itS^ervice of 2-year' col- 
leges find to the miDioTis of s^tudinit.^ th^y "^erve 
Thank you for your,nttej;)tion. * * ' 

I w<f)uld be pleased to an5;iW<.*^r any ^tmo^Htions. ; . 
fiV R^Md s stiUc^mt^nt follow^:.!- \* ^ ^ 

• ■ : \ ■ ■. ■ ... ■^ 
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Mr. Chairman «nU Mcitnbara of-ch^a !5ubcottttftlCC<5o : 

I am Albiwv li. KislU, PteoldonC of Bccgoa Cooxtxwnlty College Ln 
Paraiaua^ N^w Jersey, and CVia tn«an of Che Cotomloolon on GovernDionual 
AffaUs of Cho Ajiittrli.an <\oooc Ut lorv of^ Cotomunlty and Junior CollogftO- 
I am tnou.t plodoec) r.o coojiuoni on ch« Carter Adin lii lot radon ' o pUmt? for 
Cho ve*iuthoclz*tlon of Tlclo IH. 

li\ vjonoral nho A4mlnlacrj!t loo la to bcv tio»to«nd4<l for soVikljxg lo 

i> - . 

rUrlfy cho proijruto JotLnitlous, eligibility crlcer;la» and to direct 
tho ijroijram ^oaU toward tnftft«ur?iblo and attainable atandardo , Tho 
American Aoaoclatlon of CotmuunUy and Jualor CollaHOt* agrooo with Lhci 
Carter j.dQ\laUtr3C'ion chaCchia authorUat Ion Uyoi of $120 wlUlon 9ho».ld 
be luciJoaeod, and $Z30 million aeemu to be a rftadonijbrt^, and dijalrabU 
f<gu"c«. gjupport Che dofUilulon of 'Maveloplng" InatUutlon aa out- 

llnod ta cho proi^oood Sac. 301(b) (1)(2), becauae ©llglblllcy to parti- 
cipate la ^lii program would depend upon two mcaaurabla crlCeria and 
noc^^l><>^ubJocLlve oplnlonts of th« 0.£. program p«rsonn<xi» llowe>v«i . ug 
agro<i with soma of Cho crtr.lco ofr Chla propoQai th>C Che onrollmftnt of 
a Bubocantlal number of acudtsnifl from low-lncomis famlllag and low avcrago 
genaraJl Cund ^xpendltureo p«r full-time ©qulvaienc student are factorti 

Uo commend Cho AdmlnlatruMon for allowing pos^^ible axcopciona In 
me*>clng cUe el IJiibillt y crlceila for Inocltuclonw on or neat Indiaa ♦ 
ro^arvactouf? ^nd for cho^e Inst UuL ions which ibcreaso opBoriivml tl(i9 I'or 
poatyQcondary Qd.ui-at: Iw for opArtlah .gpo^^^-'^« pQOpI«. We support the pro- 
' po«od changGS Id tho dUra^lo;! of granta. The multl-ywir" conceal; la 
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ao..tr«hU trocu cho ycundpoLat of proo^ociag longr-VMag* planing, and yM . . 
y»ivcn ya.vro ..looo «««« co be long tjnough to hav« Achl*»v*d soma woA«,»rAblo^ ■ 
or>joi;tlvo8. Wg agro* elm oUglbla Institution* .hOMld b« abU act 
fortU a coaipr^hon^lv* JovolopmoiU plan to 3tr*n8tU#n tho QUHlUy of ch^tt 
acAdcAU progcam« mid ih.. CMJn<»Boment of their fiacAl >uul pUnc op^jr^tionn. 

Tho tdaa of ■'OmU^mg* Grants" Ib rather uovol nnd to b« applaudad- 
RtioouragUig otatao to aid ue«k pubUc Lnf>c Uut iono , o«pn«dflUy In t:ho«« 
ocacu8 which operated Qujel 9y8t«ai« of hlghof oduontlou. to a good ixivontr 
tnenc of e^daral dolUi:>. i« cx^couraglng pclvuc* colUg«« to ti^kft^^om^, 
r<joponalbLlUy^ for choir own txytvxv^^ a«d to work toward 3*il f-auf f Ic tcur.y . 

Howflvor, ch« i\ju«r,lcAn .Vhqo<: lat tou of Comtnuntty and Junior Collogoo 

p«rta c^^pAtiy w£i;h th« AtlnHplatratlon ovar two d Ignlf lc«nt. points i 

(1) the !9/»lnton<incc of oniy^^a. 2^* percflnt aetaa^d. for ih<^ two-y<Mir 
coU«803 and (2) ch. dftl-tlon of a11 v«feranc<i8 to <5ll8lblUty of Cortaortla 
and ':oop«rattng agftncl«)*. ^ 

Utidet: th^ Adalnlatratlon*tj bl.ll corwnunlty and Jonlor coilagas which 
enroll ApproxliDAt^Jy 56 percent of .minority atudanta (sae Att.ichmmit A} 
arc to b4 CoUgated to ptjly 24 prccont of ths fuuda for Tltlo UI, 
apprecl^ta th* fact that. ^ <»«DA6lde for conxaunlty r.ol.lGftO(* wttH r^^talnod 
In t;h« Ugl?iUtlou nt a 11^ 

Without my »«tfioldo, most community and junior collegos 

would probably b« by<-p«flhed completaly fro* participating In Tlt'lo IH, 

W« urge ch^ iJubcorainlttoe to r^«tnlrx Che "tJet ah tdo for twcx^yoar collogetJ 

which collectively enioll about 'AO po^siant of all undovgruduatQW and 

% pttrcfwt of all minority ^tudanta , and Inc'roaaa that saCftslde to 33 P^rgoiH ^ 
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Wo alao urj^e ttvo SabcoinuQiitcoc to 900k clar l£ iLcaclon from cho 

•' • ' ■' ^ 

-role. If iii\y\. coop«ratln-g ag'eac loa .to V^ay ijhcjijt Cho propotied plan. 

^' ' . - ' . 

^V(^^ reftda th<5 a<s.y leg ial'^ft Iv© proposal. If oquir*mmC9 f or ,coop<5^cxit:iug 

^*ft<y^cl«s wouj^d }3d d^Xfit^i^/ antT'oni^ iasuXtv^lon/p /;<ktvd not groups of 

'J ' « ■ ■ " . > * 

fnSt ItvfC lAns with ^liDLUi\jf prcJb^eftu9, w<»vild..bO' «llgibla to participate in 

•tit-ld.tlt* Wlxlia sQaio COQpara'tlve ngrewnentn have not vorktjd wolX ► ottiero 
~ ' , • V ' ■ "> . ' 

0vicj\ djj ti^Oi' ACCXloh conaortiuirt, of 200 conanuvicy and Junior ^ol,loajon, 

^lave boen modoi pro|;ram8 of great adv.antagti to the pfltticipattng inJttl- 
tut Ions, Tho AjVCJC cftcotimonds that ftl.lgiblo trts t Itutlona , If th^y so 
dealro, continue co bo aJLlowad tg. po'oL their coiaOurcQS and fomi cons'iortia 
In r<50p€sct to mo«tl;ia the'Ir mea^aurablo ob j <sc.t Ive^a In thft TJltlo HI program, 
Wfi also TticouttViAlid that th,fe, Coj^unis^ iouer (or Saarfttary of Eduizatlon) 
contluuG CO allow da!Veld|>ijci^ inatltutlono the h^lp of .vni^^ avsiatlng agemcy 
If ind«iod tho inatltutlOn or" conoor/ Inm 6f liiatlcvttions dttoma It uec^aaary 
and /or helpful . " V ^ ' 

Liiar, w<i (lak 4:he SKibcommict^oe to look clod*iif^t •* tHc "Advisory 
Council On^D«v« lop In^ lust ItuC lous" i Thifj Is 01/0 of the Cow advlaory 
councils that tha Admin is cr^it Ion luavGS Intact, \ IL the Suboommittoe deoms 
It dealrable to continue ihut life of Chls body, w^t aiiK'^t;jia t fip gfflij n jLt;y 
1 un lo r C O 1 1 e b » c 0 p v fin t «4 Pn P Ha P counc IJL in p ro po r ^ l.<3n. to t h^. j^r 
00 tag ,in Ch^, . V?R^^ 19^. > Since the . Jiicnpt Ion of .th6 Tltltt III pro- 
gram , In 1965, community and Junior colljpgns bovu. had litcld to no 
fftpresontat ion. on the Advlaory Com\cl^ on De^voloping tnalitution^. 
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.W« (60l that- the Uck of aaxiquAto x^o-yMT coHag« r»proa«nr/t li^ on 

• . . . J 

^Cho advisory coungll aacl chelr app«tar>t ^ck oT^wl^idgc aJouC oui* 
8cft<ir«.l, h<^& vroj:k<i(i co cha diaflervico of cwo-Jy.«|u:_iw^«^g|3a and* to the 



ThAQk you i:ov.youf atrxmttop, I woyild b« pleviaed t;p anawer r^ny' 



ATTAGIMENT A 



aY RACIAL quaAcrmsncs, sex, FUT.L-^nMK'AND pakT'-txhc 
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Mr. FoHD. Thank you. ^ : ' 

Mr. Rivera? ^ ^ • ^ " ^ 

* V. ' 

HTATKMKNT OF DR/ALVIN RlvkltA, N/\T1()NAL HISPANIC 

; . HIGflER Kl)UCfri()N COAUTiON 

Dr. RivimA. Thank you veryliiuch, Mr. Chairman. 

I will mrvh txB lho spokesperson for the Hispanib.IIif?her^ Educa- 
tion Cofilition orx 'this topic. * . 

I w:ill keep my remarks only to.the administration testimony. 

I wish to react to tRe- aaministra^on s projposals bn six specific 
areaa; the definition of purpose, the community col leges set-aside, 
the long rangv planning, the duration of the grants, the concept of 
a challeWe grants and the authorization level. 

First oi all I would like^to talk about the definition of purpose. 

It is the perception of the coalition that the 'definition is some- 
what narrow 

We feel that the proposal shoulil specific^xlly state that the pro- 
gram will ^orve students who come from environments in which 
t^ dominant language is a language other than EngUsh and make 
soWt specific references to serving Hispanics. 

The mlj^nale for this suggestion is basically that the title III 
progranW had a history of low funding of institutions that 
accomn:iOaate large numbers of Spanish speaking. We feel that this 
should change. 

Second, recently^ there was a letter sent to President Carter 
dated March 14, 1979, and it was signed by seven U.S. Senators. 
Included were Domenici, DeConcini, Hart, Hayakawa> Schmitt, 
Tower/and Goldwater. If you will permit me, I would like to read 
briefiy from that letter. - - v r 

During the Uisl funding cycle ationg evidence of discrimination by^the Ueport 
nionl of ll(»alth. Education, and Welfatc against Hispanic institutions n\ the title III 
dcvvlopinK Inytitution program ^vas uncovered. 

Thr n-cont title HI dimcuHies, couplccl with your lat^est policy directive witl^ 
re«pect to black institutions, will intensify the |^ap between Federal education 
Nupporl foUl black minority students and 8upi>ort lor Hispanic and other nonblack 
minority ^roupi> 

Tho.se acUons, J)y encouraging this di/^ourate treatment, will serve to condone 
UKWe pawt nis(<nttitivity to the educational ooodH of Hispanics and other minorities, 
and will absolve that agency of any rearwnsibiUty to correct these inequities and 
upj^rade it8 comnutmeht to mtictrng the educational needs of nonblack minority 
groups 

For this ;vason. we feel it is impori^int to include the definitions^ suggested by Die 
coajiliqn^to insure that future discriminatory activities do not take^lace against 
Any Hispanic or nonblack jjroup in the administration of title HI funds. 

' Tbe second area is the community college set'-aaide. The walition 
disagreeB Ofice again with the administration proposal of only a 24- 
percent set-aside. The coaution recommends specirically a 40 per- 
cent SQt-aside for community colleges. Juetification for this reconi- 
mendation is that a^ev 50 percent of all Hispanic students start in 
<romm unity colleges. # 

Many low-income people atteiul conununity colleges and simply 
cannot afford to attend tnore costly institutions. 

Third, long-range planning, the coalition supports the idea- of 
applicants developing contprehensive plans as a part of their title 
III proposal. However, we question why it would require a 'very 
small^ l-year grant'* to develop such a plan. . 
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The 1202 CommisHions, it wo.uld seom to me and would seem to 
tho co(Uition, should have already developed such plans, For that 
reaaon, it would be incumbent upon public and private institutions 
to work more closely with 1202 C ommission^. 

The duration of Kranty» you have " heard the administrataon h 
proposal of 1- to 3-year granLs. which would allow the applicant to 
reapnly; and, the necond option was one Unge grant of 7 years 
which would'uot allow the applicant to r'eapply. 

The coalition perceives this proposal as being ill conceived. The 
yrofKwal in thin specific inst^jnce appears to resemble very much 
tfhe former adn)lnistrative organization of the basicMnstitutional 
developlnent progrnm and the advanced institutional development 
program. 

Let me yF)ecify what 1 mean here. The basic, BIDP'' program s 
cnHed for annual funding, while the AIDP program called for 3- to 
r)-yeMr funding, with usually much larger grants, 

Hispanic organizations recognize, this process has been used in 
the past morit^ as a scix>ening mechanism to screen out many insti- 
tutions that serve largely Sjjanish speaking populations. 

However, wo would suggest that applicants be allowed to conv 
potc lor grants l^^r no le«.M than 2 years, or more than f) years 
depending on Jhe applicant's need- ^ 

The specification tor 2 years of funding is'' to avoid the complex 
administrative problems involved in annuaffundjiig. 

Second, we feel that the -renewal of a grant should rei^t on the 
merits of each institution. Therefore, we disagree with the adminis 
tration's position of prohibiting ijistitutions from renewing their 
title III gianLs 

Third, the coalition supports .the requirement of institutional 
applicants to specify measurable objectives to be achieved eaclv 
y^r in order to continue receiving funding. . 

' ChlM^gii.gn}Y\^s Tihe coalition specifically feels that this is a 
KWd.tj^f*\inity to enroll more Hispanics in graduate schools %nd 
prote§sional schools * ^ 

|iany of the people in the administration and elsewhere 
Hispanics are underrepresented in virtually all of the profes- 
jhal career t\eldar. 

Once again, the coalition would recommend th'at the professional 
Schools attract Hispanic students or enroll students who come from 
. enrolln^ents ifv which the dominant language is a language other 
tjij^n English and be given a priority as a criteria for fundiiiR in 
thia;tirea. 

^ Finally, the coalition cbrtdltionally supports the administration's 
;ip'oposal. While the title III program has operated over the past 13 
^^^Pv'^^^1^^^^^'^ P^^'^^^'*P?*^Ioi^ has been limiteil Unless the current 
^#f^"istration proposal is 'amended to specifically address this 
ppblem, the coalition at this time would be hard pressed to sup^ 
poi't-its proposals. 

^:oaJition strongly recommends revising the purpose* of the 
^^^P^Wll programs/as suggested earlier, and increase to 4^ percent a 
j^psftaside Cor 2-year colleges. 

Tui-ther, the Coalition feefs that thet'e must be a clarification of 
'^the long range pJanninpf gm^Wind a revision of the duration of 
grants |s proposjpcj. - ■ / . , 




ERJC 



186 

' Also, we feci that incentive language in the challenge grants 
""proposal to encourage institutions to attract Ilijapanic gtudentj3 to 
graduate programs and professional schools would, be desirable. 

Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman. 

I Dr. Rivera's statement follows:) 
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f^' itt Mvin Riv^OTA ortd \ lv»w boon dooiijivit^ aa the opoKosixinKXi far tl^o 

Hlsivmic HiqJ>©r '^Ifluocitlon (\>aUl ton on tjrii» toolc 6f Deivolopix>g tnatituUcoa. fllr>ct? 
tho Coalition i».xivldcx3 t««t.inony on this toolc In March of thlq year, i«y rcsivMlte 
will bo ocxurin«<t to the Acitunlat^ftt loi*>*o oro«^x>atvl on Dcvolooiivj InwvJLtutioao. , 

4 

•n'MJ lilopanic nUjhor Dclvx^dtton axiAltlon (miOC) lo ocmca-isod of i.nj3lvldu£iltt 
rotJr^sjwtntlivj 11 nnrlonai HlstpAnlc onjaniKatlOno IntcrcotcxJ In liiwrovlrvj «duoatioi\al 
oOTKUtlofUQ for tholt const Ui.»erK*l©o. Itvo intliC !vi^ ao Ita central purwoo to 
tiK*rofiU>o fvirtU iii^t ion of nifloOf^l*^ pocxilatlono In higher^ ©duciat Ion in' tlio Nation. 
Tlio U natlonnl onjonl 2t lona-whlch caipi'io* tlw IDIET aroi 

El OorKire^co ^ttcion/il <3e Ayuntos ColGqlalei3 
Leaqxje of unlt&d \a \ In rtrnarlcan Cltlzeno 
Max lean Amtix'lcAi) Le^ial DeFonoo iurv3 Educational F\ind 
^kJxlciun M^qrlcoTi V'iocfJjn's Natioi^al Aoooclation 
National Association for Df(ual' Fducation Cw^rtunltioa 
lonai <."V)uncll fk> I a Raza < 

f^x>rCo Rloan Leqal Ocfonoo and Rdi>:»tion rvjn<J, Inc. 
* Sci-rotaiiat foJ' Hiflv«vnio Affftlro. U.S. Catholic Oonfortance 
Siwiish merlcan l/>arAi<* /vjalnst DlaoriminotiOn 

I wUl cUo^-xutB our react lonc to the /w>iinlj3Lr?ft:ion ' s nroo^oal of 1) Definition 
of I*ur}x>i^r 2) (YiiTTnjnlty Colloqes; )) \jynq ranqe plannlix^i 4) Duration of Grants) 
S) Jl^e conc!«ut of i JuxUct^h* TraritET, and 6).tlx^ AutlV)r Izatlon lawil. 
[V'fml tion of Purpc^e . * » -| 

Tlw adinli\l8trat Ion nroiXMJed that "the nferw pirixyiO would to otrongthen 
Inoti tut ions whit-h enroll larqe nmil^erG of otvxlents *f icfn low^ioconvi familioSf' 
\^iu-h lack roooiirvea, and wi^ich are taklixj at«r>s to liirwc* th<?ii" clvfcncou f<^- Bui^ival , 
niio iVviHtion feols thot this defir>itlon \n too narrow. It It necPOJ\iu^' to ir^clude 
In the dGfinltJc>n of pviroc^ge that t-he prxx}r^uu^sfil 1 aorve otudonto vrfo conxs from 
enviiXMT7v:n»tB ir^wt^iv-h tho dominate lanqnaqo is a lanquacie otJ>er tJum Enqlloh. 
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Tti«« /iMl u Um\ f*.*'lM rh.1t futvlin^ of MiefWjilc pnx^r.vas In JTu lo IH in tho ^ 
•xi^t Ua^ Unx^i onl^u wJS'>nMlv U^w. A l(*tt<*r (AUAchod) ^lAte^i ^Wivh U, 1079 tx> 

Ihu tiHj tl>o Unt fujrx\i\vj tryx-lo sti-ong ©vldance of dlss^rlmlivatlon by 
iN^ IVMvirtwiU c.f !i<Mlth, FAWAtion atx! ^>?olfar9 Aqoinat irlfi»>anic tiisLitutiona 

in tlH» THU' }\f l>eve'l(n>irv) Inct'i rut loKs P)ix>qx-ain woa uncovorGd nie re^-^nt 

TitU» IJI iliff ^L^iU loa ixxinlod with your lotest ooUcy dlre^rUv*} vrith roopGct 
to MLuk inslUutlonH, will Ino&noif^' tho grto txJtweon federaj^lucaaoii o\jpix>rt 
t<--r niA«'k n\lrif>rUy stvxlontn aixI sutKx^rt for Uiorx-uUc and <>efier non-niack minority 
• jroyr*^, Ttwee artionis, by ^-iKX^vu-aq lrv7 this disDorOto tr©<at3nent, uiW o«rvo to 
vXMVilono LWMt insconcit wity to tJho tsdoc^tional noedc of Hlsponi^^a and *' 

«»Ux-x mmoiuies, ajkI wi 1 1 ^.^l-s*.)! ve th«t CKjonc^' of any roiiponoibiUty to correct 
tf>oso \notjuiM<?& And vjjyjr.vlo us txirmii tjnent to meotlnq educfttioiuil needfl 
t>f TKin-lUnok muuirity i}mur.», ' * 

For tho«c» rfv»»ons, U le irmx.rt.vn. to ijxrluie the dofinuirui owestod by UiQ 
^v\Mlu to tMisur^ tliat fucuxx, .hs..-r urdnatory ftctivltiea do not teO^o placo againat 
.uv/ HisivMus' 01 mn-HUck qnui|:.'> m l!x> <^t(vlhi8LrrtLion of '^'Itlo III, 

t\ni:nuiUy 0^1 l*vj<'» I 

Hio aMliLl.^ ri^cVTmn^v^^U th/>L the /ViuinjjsjtTALion ' noroposal of a 2-1% o»t;^A3ido 
for otammttY ooUfyjos U> in.rtv-iso.i to 40 ponrent. TTw Ox-^Ution feoU that tho - 
^•1% »ot'-n8id^- ifl rv>t rc^olistxc ^.jivxan the lai^o ean^lUngnte of lo^-/ lnoa'i« and Hi^.^ic 
Mixlent« u^ ..x^uinJ ty cnlU-qos. Tl^Qj^gifora^a Ovilition i'ec.xjui>ends a -10 j^strcont 
Bot-auid? for fureJlnq .-m-iinity ^ollagoa. 

n^o AthAijiietration oropo^^i that Apolie^inta orepare a cc«q:a:Q}i«n»lv« fjovclop^ait 
pKvi as cart of ijioit />ptvlK-atJton for Title III cjx-anta. 'lliift is fndeed a good idoa, 
Jau -.vliy v^^n,{.^ u retjuire "wry mill, one-year qranta" to dv»vo1op such a olan? 
A for cl.xrjfic.itlon of this «ocvx;t of t.lw la>g rfingo olan i» rvx-ossan-. Svich 
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thrcwgh'tho U02 ajmmloftUxis U^ft^ «xUt In rnoot of tho oLatco. ouay oveni, U^«s 
Indlvidkial loeUtutlons 3»x>ulrt JliItiv>?>A<)p clo«o ooc-krorfttion wlih otnto offlrUiIo in Uw 

~ < , / 

The ft^^TUniiatraLion omoiliGd thixt qrf^ntc bo a\wdod: I) for ono Lo three yoArs 

and to allovv Aw>UoAnts U> ro-«n*>ly for qrAnt.o; and 2) for Inrqar oiw-tlft« grant 

for uj> to oovTin ywuro; Uu^ro rtrw)Uiifxnt» mav )x>t ro-op*>ly for granto. ^ 

'nw ttwUbhm tvl leva5 t.hiR px-j>ix^3al ic lU-concolvod, lir\forti.«\at«ly , thio 
nrofjf:>o,\) i>*8<-itU>U*H t^v ftxiim^-r ivit tonM5 of a^lntvlnistttr lr>c) funtlo tluravxjh Uya recently 
r«vlo<s(,l Aim* <unJ IUI>V sut^^i^.<vB, Ocx-xHtion r^xwonda that Icimto for 

Til If* HI U' nlliAsxj^l tx> i^itjx^te fox* dovolocmont* qrinta jFor no loaa Uwn bso yearo 
mi nv>ri» ihmi fiw y^WK!" 'i^^xwxiuxq on tho at:i^Hoant's ncedt fVirtJ^iGr, the ap?:» 1 leant *o 
oltuatUxi mis( lx> A'^evnHvUxtfHl nt the^ onfl of Uvs potjllcant'o funding cycle to dQtennijio 
If addil loiwil ftuklin*.) \^rj.-uaed. 

■Hu* coalition ih &ai/i'||sta ^-ith tho uxxi'jdiJaJi of proKlbldLn(j instituUgna fixm ronewtng 
tlwlr ijrnniR. l^Tn-wi-j I ..:|f ,-\ 'l)rnnt afKxikl roat on Lb© morltjs of Gilch institution's 
pro|x>3al. rtimlly, thA^ 0)-iXit Icm su^^rto a»o ix<tuircjTV5tnt of inatitrutiono tom>GClfy 
iiwa«iirabl(* db^Oi-ilwa tb \V3 ac;?i<?ve<l oixch yoar In ordCsT to oontinuo to r^scQivo 
fureiintj^* * , ' ■ 

TTip AriT)lniotratll|^:\nx)j^aecl a«t tlwotJ granty" v)ov.ad offer funding on a 50-50 
(rted«ra)-SUil^>) N^tobii^ bafiio to the sairv? «>UgUxl« iivjtituUoiuj. Tbaao gx'anU?/ in 
addition U> Fx*)cpiAMV^ ':\jinoratirv.i adcU tion.nl ot^to ajxJ inutltutional fundo, '^'tsiwant .'a > 
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unlquo on>artvinltY to «xi(x:hn tho c«X»©r d<FvolopiKwa of lyopcurAcfl aivI othor JryScor- 
Borvcxl'^otHilAtions In qrMuato" prx^^rcmio And^rofoaolorwl achoola, llio CoAlltlory "\ 
wtohQo u» oaU Attention to tho UcK of lU^pAnice in vlrtuaUy all prvfos^t^vU j ^ 
rAioor floKUj." nc« thto vixxtpon. tho CoaUttoi-> otronqly W:^TnKtnds Ui tJila oort ioit 

«wlrr*w<irn;B In Oih-h cjy» ^kitxir^n t.>» laixruaij© lo a l^tfigukro ot)jfar tivm PrixjJ^el^ bo 
ytv^T^ in ltxiity AS critoinon tor Cunclir>q, 

-nv^ /V^Tilnlotrntir*! ryr^noeecl a a^e-<™rtor Wlllon aolW evuUxxr iz.nUoj^ lov^l for 
U\o -^itlo III jinxucw* iTm3 ooaXiLWi) Gi^ttonfaJy outxx^rU thio ou^^joatod 
auili>i li>t Ui,^ lovt^l. Viflu)^ Che Title III pixxjr«a hwj opiated o^x U^o pvaot, U yo.^^, 

U. pu,Hfl«-,l h> B(u:tx«'i It. TlKf OxilUlon atrar^jly reocuxiy^a r^vloirv^ tho 

piuiK>s« aa mKHosL^HJ l<ar And Uicroanb-w;? to 40 oeircGiU a oot'-aaido fai" t^o y^ar 
.ulle^iea. Fiiriluu , w ff>^l Umt Uvere must bo d cleix-i^iootion on loi^q range 
j.l.inuuii/ .-vk! a n^viBio); of the dutation of granUt. Wo «ltK> rGo:mrtei^d wrltlrv^ 
liKontivt^ IflrvTu^vn* In tlx* cKalicrKjer grants proposal tx> cncouiagtj Inanitutioao to 
nurnt t Mlmxinvc otixicanto to gradtiate pxocpranj^ atyl ticof<ssolaial nchools. 

f3i^ t^'lvilf of the HijqxuiU- lUqIwr m^v^tio(\ OotxlUSou, \ wish to tlwiK yo^i for 

o^jv\Vt\inuy to j>rovUle our viowo on t)tl9 iJi^iorLiuU toolc. 
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Kg woulxJ like to lake this opfxortunity to con-ncnc on' 
yovir January 17.* 19 79 Momov«n<ium to Heads of Eitocuclvd 
/>j uMiC'icn and Jit'is» V LfT>0Ml. h » Iq' whLcJi 'you «nriu«incc! ih^ tv)i.«nrloa 
ot y^'ur A<1 ri^nltt Ion to vip^^vAJe Its 'co.^^ul tn,<:nc to blflck 
Intftlcutio^ of hi^hur edwi-al.ion. Wl^llo we hav<i no objection * 
pt*r CQ, tor this -new <!irQctivc, wq arc oxtrv'.«Gly conconpod' ChnC 
an exciui^vo cjnphaslo on fclacV: col 1 oges and unlvetslxlcs ? 
raacnti.n/ly Ignores the hJ^h^x education neods of Jli^J^^nlcs 
»iad othab non- B lack .mlnOTjd ty groups. ^ ' 

Duil\^^ n\e^l38t funding cycle strong Qvldcnca of dis- 
ci i n^t-ion by I he DQparcm^nt of Hcalt^t, tilucation and Wolfaro 
:itjainst II i sjjsn Ic i n « t i L ut i onft In tha Ticlu Ill'DwVGloping 
Inttiitutlons ?toi>rojDU was uucovaccd- Aa you know clVh 
Con^\.^ss is v^tosv^ntly reviewing the recently corptcAad CaO 
r. ^ort on Tltltt HI with a vi^w Coward det.^nrlnlng chtt 
ex icc extoent and scopes of discrimination wtthln. tbo progum. 

\- ^ 
Tho \;oocnt Tit la III dl f f 1 cul I les , couplod with yovir 
lrtV,cst policy dirf»ctlvo with respect to Black Ins 1 1 tui U^^ns , 
v^ill Intensify tho g^Tp bolwcon fodoral education 5:v'ppMrn for 
black* minority otudanrs hu6 pUpporc for Hispanic and oLh**r 
iu;n-Klack minority groups. fhesei actions, by ancour vi^^i tliis 
disparate t rtjo Ln^ent , will servo to coftdono HEW's paiJt Imonyl- 
:. ivliy to thfs educational n«*3ds of HK|>Unlco and othsr .nl ;vocl t rfes , 
•viiid will absolve that agency of any responsibility to coir^^cc 
thetjo InQqulti^j? and upgrade its cor.rni ij;n<5nt to»incGtlng tha 
educational needs of non-lilack minurliy groups. ' 
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Mc thonk you for your aucniion to this ni«ttur and 
ur(»o you to ciLrcfMUy .<^)Maor the full Implicattoni of vour 
newly announced polU-y , v,^ tv:>n lU.ick inscUucK-nc of hipl'irr 
cJucation Fqully of .(fori in ^.p^^, ftJln^ the co- .Umcnt o? ^* 
th« Fc<W»raUCovcrnTt nte Lo aH minority Ins t i cut Ions is of f 
uti^^opt Import^incG. « " 

^ «. * 

Vcty truly y6\jr9 , ^ 

• - 

/fla X r i s on ~5^c hinXtt " ^ "^^^ 





■, -.?. .\ 
^> . I li.iy.il. .lua / , ~ 



Mr. Ford- Thank you. 

We wtll begin questions. • " . , . 

L would ask if . any members "of the panel would like to add to 
what they have already sa^d. 

Dr. BfeRRY. Let me comment, if I mav, Mr. Chairman,' brieily on 
the rationale of our title III proposals to, make" sure that they 
complement the need-based aspects of our student aid proposals. 
The whole idea is that if any particular race or ethnic" group, Ik) 
they white, black, Hispanic, or whatever, fs low income and disad- 
vantaged and if an institution has large niuBberii of such student^!, 
It would iall into the category, at least on one of the critorin, of 
bemg^ developing instjttition and we would serve it. 

We are interested in^Hose institutions, ngt because they happen 
toJiaye large numbers of black students, white atudGnt^, or what- 
ever, but becausQ the students are the low income, who have needs, 
and, 'therefore, this program woujd complement the student aid 
programs. , 

.The other point I would make is that, arguably, if one ^eels thai 
^there is &ome disparily in the funding Mttern in terms of the 
percetvtaj^e that goes t^ various ethnic groiljps, one Vnight claim that 
there 18 disparity between the amount given to black institutions 
.and the amount jariven to white- institutions, or that the lUimbers 
i»«re pretty much similar. 

The oercentago figuroa that -we have and which wo can make 
available would indicate that about the same percentage of npplica*} 
tierjs submitted and recommended for funding by ejhnic gioups ^H'. 
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found among Hispunics^^blackB, and whites. There are some differ- 
ences but they are not^signiricant, I think if one believes in the 
notion that the criteria of low income is a valid criteria, that one 
WMj^Uld support the proposal. 

' If we move to sK-asides for different groups. I suppose we would 
have five or six different set-asides for every group one can imag"- 
ine. I am not sure th^t is the way to go. 
Mr. Ford, Maybe I can get into this.* 

Mr.' Rivelra, on page 14 in talking i\bout the administration chal- 
lenge grants, youV amendment is very consistent with the position 
oflne organizations you represent. 

On page 4, you sayi v'^^ 

For thib retujorv the eouhtion strongly rocomWionde this eoction. that graduate 
'uroKrama in prolyoaional schools that enroll students yho &>me from ©nvironmoota 
In Which the doudnunt lanKuage is a language other tftna English bo ^ivon priority 
criteria Tor funding - / 

When you talk about graduate schools in that languagefas distin- 
guished from undergraduate education," it starts to present a differ- 
ent picture. ^ 

I have the suspicion that most of the prestigious graduate ffchools 
in this country would have large numbers or relatively large num- 
bers of people^ from foreign countries who come here expressly for 
graduate education who would in fact meet the critori^a that you 
are suggesting by^oming- from environments in which .the domi- 
nant language is ananguage other than Englis^i. ' 

A very substantial number, for examnle, apply in California, 
from Asiatic countries. North Carolina is loaded with Latin Amori^ 
cans. . • • I 

How do you get around that sort of problem'>vhen you t4ilk about 
graduate education in terms of people from non-English-speaking 
ackgrounds? 

It's our graduate schools that are the mos^ restrictive and prob- 
ably have the largest percentage of truly foreign 8tudon|-s. foreign 
in the sense that they come here expressly lor educational pujf- 
poses, and at least that is whatnhey say when they ^^om<5^. 

They are attracted by our graduate schools from coxmtriesf where 
English is not the principal language. 
Dr. ftivEUA. That, is a matter of-— ' 
Mr. Fonn. You are talking about American students, J take it, 
coming out of that background as we dojn elementary and second- 
ary programs and tiie bilingual progi€\m8 in a concent that we deal 
with very well at the elementary and secondary level. 

When you get to- graduate schools, it seems to me that that no 
longer is a definition that has the same meaning as it doeff\when 
you are talking about the. people living ih Los Angolos elementary 
And secondary level. 

"Dr. Rivera. Yes, sii., Mr! Chairman, that is certainly a matter 
that we have discussed at some length. We feel for that reason it is 
iibcessary to put language into the law that v/ould specify Ilispan- 
ics wlio^are residents oi this coui\try. 1 thinlt- you emphasize an 
important concern in higher education; frankly, there is not a 
comparable kind of ptickage in higher education for Hispanics as 
there is in elementarv^ocondai^ education where there is specifi- 
callf-tho^bilingual edvTcation of Hispanic populations. 
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Tho ccmlilion jH keoiilv (uvaro of this, and 'we see title III aa a 
potential niechamsm of beijig ilble to addreHS institutions that arc 
t»"yii»K-t() HervK-e the needs of^Hiapitnic Americans. Wo oven enter- 
tain the idea and possibilit-y of a (IrHt ijeneration— llispanica who 
tu-e not coneKe, KradualeH~some kind of formula might bo worked 
out ui that carK-u-ity. It is a matter that we did discuss. 

Dr. BicKitx;. Oti the issue of funduig institutions, Hispanic insti'tu- 
tionK or u\Ktitutions with large percentages of Hispanics. Mr. Ri- 
v(>ra. who came here from the l/niversitv of t;olorado and worked 
with me lor a while before he went elsewhefe, knows that universi- 
ties like that havi> a larger pt^centage of Hispanic students than 
some otberH. but it hardly qualines as a developing institution I 
wouldn t pu-t it in thM category ■ 

So i( the aid is to go to a developing institution as opposed to one 
that happens to have particular students in its student b5dy of 
cerl.^in ethnicity, theji it seems the low income criteritJ is a better 
rule to use. 

Dr. MoYl;. We do have the graduate and professional opportuni 
ties program iGVOP) which provides fellowship support for stu 
dents and also gives the instituti(/n support in a*matching allow- 
ance, so that the needs of Hispanics and other minority graduate 
students can be addressed through the GPOP program. 

Dr Fkancks. 1 have another point, Mr. "Chairman, that I think 
will yddreas the set-aside, because the opposition is that the 24 
percent should be vetained We support that set-aside, but it should 
be reniembered that the goal of removing low iocome students 
regardless of where they come from to the highest career laddel' 
- meaiLs. m ellect, that we must place funds in those institutions 
which are graduating students in this career ladder. In the junior- 
colleges and community colleges this is the initial step, but stu, 
dents will not get from the junior college to a baccalaureate degree 
unless that movement is upward, so to put an inordinate amount 
in- the set-aside to the junicyr and, community colleges would be 
coun te r prod u c I i ve . 

What we watit to do is move thp students (vom the junior col 
leges and comnVunity colleges to baccalaureate programs to gradu- 
ate schools, so we argue that 24 percent with the increased funding 
would certainly bring more money that is needed (o the junior 
community colleges, but we do not share in the argument that the , 
^Ai) nercent is compurable with the population in terms of the goals 
of the program; that is upward mobility. ' > - . 

Dr. Bkuky Mr. Chairman, a question was raised concerning the 
, lack of language ui the proposal for permitting consortia and coop- 
erative arrangements, even though I said they would be permissi- ^ 
ble Uie language is not there because the understanding was, to 
exclude it. It is a permitted activity, but I understand from my 
col!eagi\e that he would prefer to have language in there specifical- 
ly permiXting it. Our position is that it should be permitted Hut not 
required , - 

Mr Fonu. It is (Obvious there is a sufficient aijibiguity to cause 
thiH group to belie\)e they have been left out, so if we make it clear 
in \hi^ legislation £hat is not ti\e intention, it doesn't do any vio- 
lence to your, intern. , 

Dr. Ukhry, RightTil does not b(^her us. 
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Mr. FoRo. I have one other question that I surprised thijt tho 
community and junior college people didn't raise. In looking at the 
specific legislation in tith^ III, the administration is proposing a 
retreat from our previous broadening of the definition of tin i'nstitu- 
ti'on and student. Yt)u say, for example, for the purpose^ of section 
(AHlKa) the term 'junior an^l community college" means institu- 
tion of higher education, one that does not provide ah educati^al 
program lor which it awards a bachelor degree or equivalent de- 
gree, and here iS where the problem comes in; two, that admits as 
regular students only persons having a certificate" of graduation 
frorn a school proyiding secondary education or the recognized 
equivalent oi such a certificate. 

In 197(), we abandoned that definition by specifically providing in 
the law that it will be ,an institution that, "admits as regular 
students persons who are beyond the age of compulsory school 
attendance m the Skite in which the institution is located and who 
hAve the ability to benefit from the training offered by the institu- 
tion." / \ • 

This was iix, keeping with a strong feeling that began to develop 
in the early ,l!)7()'s on this committee that we were not just sup- 
porting traditional certil^icated higher education. 

We chained the nam^ of this committee from the Committee on 
Higher Education to the Committee on Postsecondary Education, 
recognizing that there was ^o special dignity in trybig to get every- 
body through Harvard with a Ph. D. and thai that waA, in fact, not 
a primarv Junctior"? of f)ublic funds. • ^ 

I wonder if the administration considerpd this as a delibertfte 
rotreaL This would veVy strongly restrict institutions that have 
now J;)f^ome eligible und^er oth(ir programs because of the 4976 
changes. Is ^that an inadvertent trha^^e or deliberate change? 

^Dr.' Bkkky. None of our positions "represent retreats from any- 
thing that is 9 libeTj\lization. It was not anything that we dis- 
cussed. Since we did n(jt dj^scuss jt/I supppse. it .was inadvertent. I 
am interested in knowing wliat the i)<5sition of the Community 
colleges is on that isjime, because I am ^ot sure. ^ 

Dr. Reid. Mr. Cbah man, we applaud/.your t'houg^htfulness and 
incisiveness in noting this depai'^yie. We }ik.e*"^your language, and * 
we would hope that yourr definition could be ir\J:erjected into the 
bill, as opposed to what is presently^ there. We feel jjaur. defuytion 
certainly comes closer to supporting the missions /goatif avrc} pur- 
poses of the community colleges. ^ " ^ '1' - ^ f'^^^ J' 

Mr. Ford. We'stumbled itcn)ss it, IVanlily, because There "was a^ 
lot of discussion when we n'lade that change, and in making that:^ 
change we found that we had friends over at the Office ^of Educa- 
tion who thought we meant it to apply only to community and ^ 
junior colleges. We went through several yt^ars here in this room' 
trying to figure out where they got sQine fancy 5-percent rule they 
were writing over there for the propi:ietary schools. It took about 3 
years, 2 years, plus an amendment to l^he Uiwy-te convince them 
that in making that change we were not trying to narrow the 
application down to a very specific group of people. 

The interpretation the Office of Education placed on the change 
we made in 197(5 is that we only intended to recognize a student 
who is a non-higli-school graduate in i\ community or junior col- 
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txnd^ot, if you can,l>olieve this kincrof construction, a-3()-yeair- 
/ old mothC>r of (our childrt^O-. wji.o is now going to beauty school or 
bVrotnrinl schopl, to get skflls to support ^er family, who left 
3chooJ,^s ti matter 0/ fact, beca use she was raising a family and 
didn't have a high school education. 

That is the kind of anomalous construction that we found very 
difncuK to live with, -so we amended^ the law further. It has been 
the tendency -of the Congress to move m recent years toward the 
idea that, if the institution you are attending is a legitimate insti- 
tution .that is gomg to provi4^ you with either skilL^ or Hfe enrich- 
ments that are bejieficial to^ou as an mdividual citizen, that is 
sufficient. Arid that the anc^it requirement that comes, I guess, 
out of the attitudes of the GI bill foFlowing World War II, that you 
must, m. fact, be a certifiable pursuer of a certificate showing that 
you are ^^ducated in the sense of higher education is not the way 
we were going. * ' ^ 

So 1 would hope that your staff. Secretary Berry, and ours, could 
work together to make these provisions consistent with what we 
have been d«>ing. \ take it that v^'t^uld not be inconsistent witli what 
you intend. 

Dr. Berry. Right, I am told that it was simply inadvertance that 
someone must have copied from the 1972 provisions. We have made 
no policy decision to move in that direction and would be Imppy t'o 
work v^ith youp staff in clearing up any confusion that has result- 
ed. . ' \ 

, Mr. Ford KJounsel says he will be happy to send you a copy of 
the new law. • ' , " , ^ 

» * Dr. Bkkry. 1 think we mify be able to find one. 

Mr. Ford. There were a couple questions raised by Dr, Francis 
here which are actually, I suppose, questions that the administra- 
tion should respond to. 

In page 4, Mr. Francis says: 

Wc would not object to including in the progwm authorization a definition of ti 
developing institution based on avcrngo exi^onditnieB per full-tinie equivalent stu - 
dent, if this provision is given a ^elativcly low weight in comphrison to (he criterion 
of serving gubf^tantial numbers of students from fow-income families, or if clear 
recognition i^ given to the fact some institutions have a high average expenditure 
becauae they ttre serving low inconie students. 

The current regulations weight thcJ^BEOG gp^nts 2 to 1, as 1 
understand it. Is that correct? ^ 
^ U\ . MoYfe; Yes, ' 

Mr- Ford. The way the administration legislation is written, that 
could hecome 3 to I, or 4 to 1, or 4 to 1 in future regulations; so wc 
don t, by lhis"legislation, predetermine the relative weight of low- 
income students versus low-cost education. . 

Would anybody on the-panel care to comment on that question, 
suice we have the National Association of Equal' Opportunity ^en- 
dorsing this, in effect? 

I guess also in the tiuestion, when we are talking about weight- ' 
ing BEOG'g, are we talking about the number of students who 
qualify for BEOG's or the^elativo number of BEOG dollars coming 
. to that student pojiulation? 

Dr. Move. We look at the average BEOG grant per full-time 
equivalent undergraduate student. 
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Mr. Foun. When you say . the average BROG grants, are you 
'talking about totally, .all the money from BEOG s? 

Dr. Movfe. You take the total number of dolUiirs awarded in basic 
grants at an inatitution ^ind divide that figure by the number of 
lulNtinie equivalent sttadents, so you don't have lh(^ situation where 
four or five students with large grants could determine that the 
institution is developing 

Mr. FoiU). Or the other way around, where all the people that ^ 
are going to get small grants become a statistic that would ^weight 
. your formula. 

Dr, MoYfe. That is right. 

This year, we will have a good test of how well we conceived of «. 
the criterm/We have completed one funding cycle now under the 
new reguMtions, I think we should keep in mind, also, that in the 
new regulations, we did state that if, an institution felt that the 
eligibility factors did not descrtbp -its developing status adequately, 
the institution could submit a narrative to the Commissioner, indi- 
cating why the institution is' develojnng so that no institution is 
permanently locked^ ocit of the program because it does not meet ^ 
the quantitative factors^ I think that this mechanism has been 
helpful to a large number of institutions. - 

Mr Foun. Dr. Francis, also on page 5, says, "We fully support 
separate authorization for the challenge grants." And in his com- 
ments about CRat he raised this question with me, is the matching 
n-koney that we are talking about here supplemental? It is natr-el^ar 
from the legislation on a qui^ perusal Ji)y counsel. You say that to 
get matching money you have to do something more than you have 
been doing in the past rather than just diverting something out of 
your budget to matching funds. 

Dr. Mowt. It is supplemental, and intended to be that. 

Mr, Fouo. If we were to attempt to tic that down ip the legish^ 
, tion to make it clear that money used for the purpose of qualifying 
for, matching grants would have to be demonstrably supplemental 
to the previous «^(]tii*^ madje with either public funcjg or from pri- ^ 
vpte sources, that vvould be no problem foj^ou? . 

Dr. ^EKUY. They don't subtract it from what they ai^e already 
-contributing. ' , " ' 

Mr. FouD. It is kind of a maintenance-of-effort problem. ^ 

Mr. Fkancks. We have had the expencn\"e certainly in the pri- 
vate segjtor with the work we were trying to do with JChe college 
endowment fimding programs to spur moneys in addition to what ' a. 
is coming from the Federal sources, bccQuae w^ think it is a dead- 
end street if you are only on one side and broTidening that perspeCN 
tive. We hope to develop further and are experimenting nov^ 
the dominance program with several colleges, and we hope thi« will' ^ 
spur the private sector to come into the institution serving low- 
income • students and hopefully the States will do more on the 
^ ' public side.. ^ ^ - 

Mr, FoKi}. Mut it is important to note that our experience over 
the yc^xrs with matching of various kinds going back to the povecty 
program as well is constantly in this sort of situation where people 
saia to us, you have to increasV the tynount of rtuitc'hing .you do 
with in-kind contributions because .we don't have the money to 
meet the matching- i:equii'ements, Wkut we do, in efTect, every time 
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increase that method of takinK something you already have and* 
usiAg it for matching pui,f)oses, ia reduce the impact of the match- 
ing on incr^^asing the amount of resource8 avaiJaoIe for the partici- 
pants in the program^ And some of uy are insensitive about the 
idea that if you are going to have a matchini^ program that' is 
designed for the purpose of. inducing Qther pec^pre to come foi;wara 
and put [)0 t:ent^ in and get a dollar's worth of education for it, it • 
roajly shquld haVe that Result. 

I see heads n(5dding there. Do I take iCthat the panel agrees that 
this matching provision should be written in the Jbest way that our 
^expcMs around here can write it so that is the result we achieve? 

Dr. Bkkky. That is exactly the result we want; yes, 
^ Mr Fouo. On behalf of the Association of Community and Junior 
Colleges, Dr. Reid says on the first-page of his testimony: 

^ '^lU)wo\fCT\ wowigRV with HOrno of the critics of Utjh proiWHaUhat tho onrollmenl of 
n .suUstantml nuriibt'r of.sludcnU from low-inconu- famiijes and low uverngt' general 
fund expenditures m^r Mill-tinie equivnlerit student are fnctors that are not neeeysur- 
ily correlated with heinK a ''developing institutioti." 

Would you like to e'xpand on that for thejcommittee? 

Dr. Rkm). I beUeVe w^hat we are attempting to say is that the 
definition of a developing institution does not necessarily relate to 
the fwo major criteria *w4iich have been suggested by the proposed 
bill of the acfministratibn. I commeoted earlier on the potential 
bias that nmy^ result from the ecoriomics of a particular geographic 
region irKaetermining -the FFE cost. There are certain regions of 
the country where we would certainly expect full-time equivalent 
student cost to be lower than other regions, simply because of 
economic factors. We believe there should be some way to address 
that issue, if not in the bill, itself, at least in the implementation of 
the bill, in the determination of administrative regulations. 

We also acknowledge that the sixe of an institution could very 
well deterniine the full-time equivalent cost, and a larger institu- 
tion pevhaps in Ihis day of rapidly increasing fixed cost could 
absorb those fixed costs on a full-time equivalent basis because of 
their hirge enrollment better than a small institution. I think thos^^ 
are the .issues 'th"at' we are speaking to. > 

Mr. Ford. .1^ tried to read into these, I suppose in A cynical way, 
the bias that you should probably be representing in talking for the 
coipmunity and junior colleges. I have been under the impression, 
and perhaps J am wrong, that these two characteristics are the 
reason you hav.e to have a limitation on how much the junior and 
community' colleges- get or th^y would receive a larger share of the 
money than they do now. Because, in facC they ^o represent, at 
least up until this time, institutions that have substantial qualifica- 
tion in botli categories, large numbers of low-income students and 
relatively ^mall expenditure per pupil. 

Dr ReId. I think what we are. saying is that those do not neces- 
sarily identify, a developing ^institution as defined under the title. 

Mr. ^ Ford. Cduld I help a little by suggesting what is coming to 
me from minority coitnsel, that the present operation of the half- 
cost provision pull^down the dollar amount on the BEOG's, and if 
you are using thiD dollar amount on the BEOG s, as Mr. Moy6 
acknowledged is presently done, you have an artificial bias against 
what \vould appear on the surface to ]l)e characteristics that these 
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institutionB have. The operation of the half-cost on the J?i?e of the 
BEOO s, when coujpled wTthsJ^hese factora, is really a significant ' 
factor in running the bias the other way. 

Dr, Rkid. That was going to be the next point. Thank, you very 
much for nnaking rt ft>r me, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ford. We don-t like hali'-cost when wo x:an avoid it; that is 
wlvy we havp sort of skirted around it 

The last point that I had marked out in Dr. Reid s testimony was 
your organization's concern for the continuance of the operation of 
the consortia, and Secretary Berry has indicated they have no 
objection to legiblation making it clear thg^t- would continue to be 
an option while not a requirement for anyone who chose to use it. 
. Mr. Simon'^ 

Mr 3iMihN. Thank yOu, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr, Reid, in your testimony, Mr. Rivera, in your t9stimony, you 
were unhappy with the 24-percent set-ajside. 

Commisrfoner Berry—it is good to call you Commissioner here— 
what Mi, in fact, the allocation now? I realize it is not a set-aside, 
but whal percent, in fatt^, is taking place right now?/ 

Dr. Berry, We have the numbers on that It is 24 percent now. 

Mr. Simon. So what you are doing is setting that pattern into the 
statute, thxm?- 

Dr. Berry. By increasing the authorization 'and maintaining the 
24 percent they will get more in dollars, but th^ same percentage 
of the dollars available. That is simply a judgment of how the 
universe of dollars should be allocated for all the various purposes. 

Mr, Simon. Tben your definition of substant^ial number of stu- 
dents from low4ncome families. Dr. Francis rrefors to, and the 
Mhers have, also, uSing your iJniversity of.Col6rado example, my 
guess is what you really want is a substantial jpercftntage rather 
than a substantial number, because the University of Colorado^ in 
fact,, might have a mol-e substantial number than sOm(j of Dr Sam 
Meyer's institutions wduld have, so that wo might want to make 
that correct ion. - 

* Then my next question is, what is substantial? 

Bekijy. What' is ''substantiar* is stated in the definition. 

Mr. Simon. We have to have some rough idea, "is it 5 percent, is 
it 95 percent^, or what are we talking about? 

Dr. MOYfe. We divide the insfUutions into four categories, 2-year 
public or private; 4-year public or private, and measure^ the institu- 
tions against those other^^ in their category with regard to percent- 
ages 01 low-income students. For example, an institution gets a 
certain number of > points, for each percentage of its student body 
who receive a basic grant, A jsimilar procedure is used to detei'mine 
E and G expenditures; but points are awarded relative to other 
institutions in each category. 

Mr. Simon, So you are talking about substantially above the 
average? 

Dr. MoYfe. Yes> sir. 
^ Dr. KivKRA. Mr. Simon, may I respond? 

Mr. Simon. Yes, - • 

Dr. RiVKUA. This is a matter that puts the institutions that 
accommodate a large number of Spanish Speaking at 6 significant 
di^advtotage. In Mr. Francis , testimony, he indicated of all the 
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black coUege graduates, a high percentage?' come from black col- 
leges. Me^also mid that black institutions serve one-fourth of all 
the bhick stydenta. The fact of the matter is, Ilispanics do not have 
institutions that are thoufjht to be specifically Hispanic Not only 
do Hispanics not have their own institutions, but they do not have 
their own faculty nor administration. There are simply no Hispanic 
institutions per sc. Consequently Hispanic participation in postsec^ 
ondary education is significantly lower than other minority groups. 
Because we do not have Hispanic institutions, then we are really 
f talking about apples and oranges. I guess in the entire testimony 
on title the colUition recognizes that phiiosophictfily this is a- 
matter that has not been addressed. It is very unfortunate, because 
we feel it is in the best interest of the Hispanic community to take 
a^aerious look at this oversight. 

"May I also talk about one other aspect that was mentioned by 
. the administration— cooperative arrangements. The coahtion spoke 
to this point in our testimony in March. We are very concerned 
about the cooperative arrangen;ients as they currently exist. There 
S are many areas that have to be improved. As the GAO report 
mdicated, this is one of the bigg,est areas of vulnerability. We have 
niade specific recommendations to streamline the institutions and 
agencies receiving grants through title HI. 

Mr. Simon, If I may follow through, how many institutions are 
you talking about? , 
Mr. Simon. Hispamcs 

Dr. MoYfe, Dr. Berry has the breakdown of the institutions that 
applied to us this year. There were twenty-four 2-year Hispanic 
institutions that applied this ye^Jancl twenty 4-year Hispanic^ 
institutions. - - ' 

Mr. Simon. Of those, Wouldn't a very high percentage be eligible 
under the formula that is suggested "here by the administration, a 
substantial percentage of students from low-income families'^ 

Dr. MoYfe. Yes. , " 

Dr. BKHUY.^That is true, and, as I pointed out earlier, about the 
same percentage of those Hispanic institutions were funded as the 
percentage of white institutions, black institutions, and the like. In 
fact, sixteen of the twenty-four 2-year institutions and sixteen of 
the twenty 4-year institutions were recommended for funding be- 
cause they did meet the cr iteria. 

Mr. Foiu). Would the gentleman yield? 
^r. Simon, Yes; of course. 

Mr. FoKD. Back on March 28, Reggie Wilson, fiom Wayne County 
Community College in. Detroit, wfis testifying on this point, and he 
walked us through Ihe/process by which we got Yo the 24 percent. 
It bears on t wo questions: One you have asked, and one that has 
been raised by Mr. Rivera. He pointed out that the t'ongress in 
15)()5 established a 22-percent set-aside, equalled the percentage 
poinling out that we chose the 22 percent not by some magic but 
on the basis of an assumption that says 22 j)ercent of all the 
students that wero in those 2-year institutioiW and that was the 
opinion of-the committee then as a reasOnable'*f)lace to start. 
. The legislation has been amended four times since 1965. In 1968, 
the set-aside for 2^year colleges was raised to 23 percent. In 19721 
the 2-year cylle^e set^aside was raised to 24 percent. That recog' 
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nized the increasing percentage of low-income and minority stu- 
dent4^ enrolled in community and junior colleges. Also, in 1972, a 
1.4-percent set-aside to increase podtaecondary Education for Indi- 
ans waf? added. This was removecf in lOTG irf order that the Indian- 
controlled community colleges would have increased access to title 
III funds- ' y 

There an/ five reaSOro that are given as historical precedent for 
now increasing the percentage of title III funds ^rmarked by 
('ongr<^ss for 2-year institutions. Then he gives us a loFbf statistical 
information indicating that during the period of the existence of 
title IIJ the percentage of minority and low income students attend- 
^ ing institutions of higher education who were, in fact, in communis 
' ty and junior colleges has continued to increase; m spite of all the 
Federal progr^ims that have provided access to more expensive 
forms of higher education The fact is that the community and 
junior college phenomenon, as it has grown, has been largely a 
phenomena of providing educational opportunities in a place with- 
in a community for low-income sjtudents. When you start tjjl king 
about that characteristic, you automatically begin to find the corol- 
lary between that characteristic and ^ the characteristic of being a 
member of a minority group. ^He has^a breakdown showipg how 
this breaks out with the most phenomenal growth \ suppose taking 
place with Hispanics in the community and junior colleges.^ 

So it becomes apparent that this percent has been very Vlifficult 
to deal with over a period of time, but the original rationale for 
setting the figure lias been abandoned for some years, and we are 
now searching, I take it. for a new rationale. 

Underlying all of this, of course, is the firm belief that exists in 
the community of traditional black colleges that there was a legis- 
lative promise that this was their program. We have searched 
vainly for any evidence of that legislative promise. This committee 
has been told that President Johnson said that when he announced 
the. ll)(>r) act- We have researched the President's speech, and> as a 
matter of fact, even preliminary drafts of the 'speech, and that just 
isn't to be' found. 

There ai:)f)arently were conversations between my predecessor 
during that period of time, as chairman of this committee, and 
son\e people, which led to that kind of beJieL becoming firmly a 
part 01 the folklore of title III, 

It would Jt^e less than honest not to recognize that that is the 
political and practical problem we face in trying to increase the 
size of the pie allocated to community and junior colleges because 
there is a very strong division of opinion as to which t^no of 
institution is, in fact, more genuinely serving the needs ol black 
Americans, 

The community and junior colleges are arguing that while, it is 
true that they are new in the business, they are really the emerg- 
ing and developing institutions for that purpose. Then, of course, 
you gel over to the argument about how many, degrees are granted, 
and so on, and that leaves comnuinity and junior colleges out of it. 
R is a very tough problem that has to have a political solution 
because no one on this committee over the years of wrestling with 
this' has found a viable rationale that meets the deeply felt con- 
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cornH of people who difTor on whnt tlio in(en( and purpose of this 
Kection would be. 

However, (he udminiKtrntion is ofTering ua an opportunity here 
by increasing their commitment to title JII to n $250 millJon uu- 
^ thonzntion, Thia m^kon it within the renin! of po^iail^Hty for this 
coninutttte coopernting with the pwple at thia table and others who 
have an intercHt who are not here today to find a rationale and be 
able to tnake c^tange, if change is indicated, with the use of the 
new money so no one i« disadvantaged by n sudden shift. Going to 
a 40-percent set-aside without new' nu)ney would be certainly a 
sudden shift The only way in which you could accommodate that 
kmd of change would be to take money from the traditional black 
colleges. I am (,alking-on the assumption that one reaches when 
hstenmg to the people who have been making their case in both 
directions and presumably, without that cap a lot more money 
would go to community and junior colleges if we don't increase the 
authorisation. It doeswso at the expense of the traditional .black 
colleges. > * 

The caveat to all of this is even if we try to write the legislation, 
assuming the $250 million authorization is going to produce more 
money, we have to lace the fact that it is difficult to set new money 
appropriated in the current environment. 

So that we have to be careful that what looks like a fair alloca- 
tKHi with a $250 million authorization doesn't turn out to be some- 
thing less than that. 1 hope that this gives the gentleman some 
idea o( how complex this little number is, and controversial. It is 
very controversial. People don't like to talk about it out in front. It 
is not the kind of discussion you have in polite company, but 
sometimes 

Dr. Bkhky. Mr. C^hairman, could I add a comment? I share in the 
concern about the very desperate educational situation in which 
Hispanics imd themselves. I have often stated that their education- 
al problems are aignificantly^ worse than even those of bjack Ameri- 
cans, troublesoniie. 

Ikit I think that he' will agree with me that to add significantly 
only to the community college authorization wouldn't help that 
much in terms of helping more people, including Hispanics gradu- 
ate from college and go on into the profcsq,ions. Because! it is 
indeed true for nis[)tinics- aS it is for blacks that more graduate 
from, college with- degrees if they go to 4-ycar institutions -than if 
tliey go to 2-year institutions. That is a major problem for blacks 
and I uspanics. 

Al spok(> Ibrcefuliy about th(? need to give funds frqm title HI to 
institution^ that have large percentages of Hispanics, even if they 
are not struggling for survival and meet the other criteria. I think 
that confuses the purposes of title III as it has been undei-stood and 
as we are j)i opo8ing that it continue to be understood. It reminds 
me oi the debute over the Emergency School Assistance Act, whore 
some people think funds for desegregation should be used for basic ' 
skills training, and we tell them that is not its purpose. In fact, U 
would be a mistake to give tftle III funds for improving facu'lt/ 
development and academic programs and the like to .institution! 
Uhat are not strugg.lijig for survival. 
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' So it 'is an important* problem, and I share the concern, Bui J 
don'l think this is the jSlace to try to meet that objective, 
_Mr. Toiw. Would you^mind if I put an asterisk in the testimony 
with a tbotnoTe tJial, said except Detroit? ^ 
Dr! Bruuy. Oh» except^ Detroit, Mr, Ford. 

Mr. iSiMON, Mr, Chairman, firet of all, I appreci a te., knowing a 
little bit:\)f tt|e history^ and \ye fortynately have,Wiutam Solon^on 
Ford as chairman of this i subcommittee, so we wVll arrive at a just 
and good Bolution here, 1 

One final question I do have for the Commissioner, You ialk here 
a larger one-time graivt of 4 to 7 years, which would end eligibility 
for title 11} t^esistance. * 

What kind of amount ar^^ we talking about^ 

Mr. Simon. Give me a for instance. 

Dr. Bkrky. It would depend on the purposes laid, out in the grant. 
So the institution could only be funded to the extent they can 
justify the iteln. 

Mr. Simon. Are you talking about something that, in fact, then 
would be four to seven times what they would get? 

Dr. BiuKKvY, The idea is to encourage institutions to engage in 
longer term planning so that at the end of the grant, they are 
finished. We can fund them and they can count on it; they know 
thej' will be getting the money-for 7 years. We want to encourage 
that kind of aevelopment as opposed to funding shorter term items 
where they will come back for mort^ money for different kinds of 
things, 3 

Mr. Simon.. What 1 am trying to 

Dr. Bkuky, How much money? 

Mr, Simon, Yes, and assuming that we move^ahead with this, we 
probably initially — because I assume some institutions would want 
to take advantage of this , - 

Dr. BEunv. Ritht. 

Mr. Simon. §o we are talking about, an appropriation that 
might — there might be a declining appropriation hero, but the 
initial apt:>i:opriation should be fairly close to the authorization, I 
would think. 

Dr. Bkuuy. Right. And with soma' institutions you ^ould have to 
subtract each year the amount committed to them for the reiijain- 
dor of the "^years; that is right,- ^ 

Mr. Simon. Right. " 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fono. Mr. Weiss? 

Mr. Weiss. Tl\ank you, Mr, Chairmad. - . 

If I may, lot mo pick up just where Mr. Simon loft off. I assume 
that you have records indicating what the average grants have 
been m past years, and perhaps a guidt to what would be expected 
for. grants in the l\iture. Wliat have those average grants been? 

Dr. MoYfe. lender the basic program in the past, we have given 
out an average of $200,000 a year, and undbr the AIDP, which mxB 
the advanced de?veloping institutions program, the average long- 
term grant, a 5-yoar grant would Yxnvo been about $1,500,000. 

Mr, Wfjss. So you are running annually b^ween $200,000 and 
$800,000; right? 

Dr. MoYfc. Right, \ . , 
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Mr. Wkus'h If J may, let iiu> kw if I can (io in the d%,'U88ion of 
juat a moment ago between the (Mulirman and Mr. Simon aa to the " 
oonnict betwe^i new institutionH and old in«titutions, Aa \o who 
wjja intended t{>benefit, and ao on. ' • * 

Ksn't it n fact tiint j)ne of the importatrt ryagonH why you are 
HuggeHting a ixonrenewable long-range, long-term grant is because 
that would help; you to shlll over from whether it was a real or 
presumed or faWtyl co^nmitment that had been made. Regardless of 
what the paat lystoryjiad been, if institutions knov\' either what 
UuMr present condition or their j)a8t history had b6en that "they 
canni>t cmne back aller 7 years, that tKat woul'd, in essence, resolve 
the probl^Mu as to which ihstitutions were historically expected to 
tw> tied in jiVid be the prime beneficiaries of this program"^ 

And whelther that was the intent or not, isn't that the con'se- 
tjuence ol what yov are suggesting? 

Or Bkmu. It is the conaequence. if you mean that once institu- 
tions have applied for 7 years, no matt.l<r how they got into it in the 4 
jrat place, there would be no expectation of continued funding I 
thmk that IS right. But the institutions would stUl have a choice of 
going (or the short-term granta or the longer term one. But once 
they got a 7-year gi'ant. they would not receive any niore no 
matter what the history had been. 

Mr. WK13.S. What has been the breakdown within the past anpiw- 
I)r.ation between the short-ternv annual grants}, and the long term 
up to i)-year grantij. ■ ' 

Dr.^jVIoYl The past few years, the $120 million has been broken 
down into AIDP and BIDP. with AIDP receiving^$G8 million and 
BlUl .receiving $„2 million,, Sq in recent years, more money has 
gone to the long-term gra*its. And in the past, I should add we 
have always funded the long term grants out of a single year's " 
appropriation, although the school could spend for 2 3 4 or 5 
years. . , , ^ 

Mr. Wki,ss Do you have^the figures indicating how long- some of 
these institutions have been involved in the program as"'grantees? 

IJr MoYft. We have thQ figures and could provide them for the 
record. ^ 

I Information referred to above follows;] 

h-ImL? n fiir Ht''^''." tr"'", y""'- ^-'"^^ have 

H t.tMvrU a nnt> III awsird for 1 or nioro yonn*. 
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"*Mr. Wki^h, Would you be able to enlighUan uaat all at this point 
m to what your recollection ia «s to, on the average, whether you 
y»l> institutions that go' ^ack to the very beginning-of the program 
^ad what kind of transitionihg there seems to be? ^ 

Dr, Movfe. My guess» and I Ihink it is an educated ^uDss, is thht 
most 6^1he irtstitatioim that wei^ in the program' initially are still 
in the nrog^^mi, and have been in the program continuously. A few 
are uo longer eligible b\it most are still in the program, 

Mr. Wkiss. Dr. Rivera, I wonder . if in the course of the prepara 
tion of yoik^ testimony, because 1 think you had taken exception to 
this nonrenewable proposal, whether, in fact you focused at all on 
the kind of thinking that perhaps is reflected by the dialog of th6 
last few moments? 

Dr. KiVKRA. Yes; I have worked in that program, iit title III, sir, 
-and I feel that there are several institutions that have been funded 
through title III that have made a significant contribution to high- 
er education, and 1 believe it Has helped many black colleges con- 
siderably. 

1 would have reservations, ^ speaking personally, although the 
coalition sujittorts this testimony, tlult even if the institution were 
to receive a T-year grant, whether Or not at that time that institu- 
tion should be terminated from title III funds, 

I think what is apparent in this program is that, grants have 
been issued to many institutions year after year after year. And, ^ 
frankly, people have not been responsible, unfortunately, in the 
administration of those grants. Based on that logic, I question what 
the administration is prooosint; at the end of 7 years, that appli- 
cant schools be terminated; if that is the case some of these schools 
that have been in this program virtually since its inception—and 
that is the case--then some of them should\nQl_be allowed to 
continue in this program. ^ ^ 

Now. I go back to nty original thesis, that I think indeed it has 
helped some institutions.*! find myself in this particular plight 
i:ontinually reacting to a oerception th>jit the chairman was discuss- 
ing about dilTerent peoples perception of what the program is. 
Indeed, it is verv unclear as to what the program should he. I know 
that philsophically the Hispanic population recognizes it does not 
have access to the program resources; we are not plugge/1 irrto the 
system and this is a condition that must change. The lactHhat only 
24 institutions are awarded grants.that are servicing or identified 
as Hispanic institutions indicates the problem. We can identify 
that many institutions in one State. 

Dr. Bkuky. They are the only ones that applied. 

Dr. RivEUA. That may bo true, and that precisely tari^rets on 
another nu\jor conee^. That is, if indeed those arc the only mstitu^ 
lions that are appl>"ing, then perhaps one has to look aU how 
technical assistance is being offered to support those institutions 
that do acconmiodate a largo number of Spanish speaking in order 
to get out in the field to help them prepare the grants, to help 
them understand what this program is about. The condition ^be- 
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heyes it has to j^ome at this level to address the problem." We «ire ' 
virtually convinced of it. Unless there is something written into the' ^ 
mw that indeed states we are going to deliver service&s to the 
^ Hispanic aoci^oi: x)ut there and this is how it is going te happen 
because we know it has not hapjDened in ^e past. . 

Mr. Weiss How many colleges, tyo&r or community or junior i' 
colleges would you thiifk the univei-se i^ that could qualilV fbr the 
program.'' v ,* ' . 

Dr. MoYfe. I can't answer tl^at. We have to go on the applications 
• " ^r?" '"^'if ^"'^ ^ that in past yeara my colleagues in the > 

olUce have spent considerable. an\ouhte of time trying to identify 
Hispanic institutions, and -to make them aware of the program 

Mr. Weiss. I am not talking about ^just Hispanic-tho whole 
universe. 

Dr. MoYfe. We estimate a thousand institutions are eligible 
Mr. Weiss. And of those you are funding roughly 80 p<}rcent? 
Dr. MoYfe. Probably a little more than that 
I Mr. Weiss. How many? 

Mr. Ford. Would you yield at that point? ^ 
Mr. Weiss. vSure. 

Mr. Ford. Back in March, when Dr. Moy6 was before us I 
inished up a long question xliscussing the conflict between the view 
. that the community colleges were getting too much and the view • 
they were not jotting enough by saying, how do you feel, about the 
etlect of the existing set-aside without regard to whether it is hitrh 
enough or low enough to suit the people, meaning the respective 
people who were differing on the issue-=-and your determination of 

• in a\ "1^ P*^"^"^ f""^ "^^'^'"^ 0"fi^ht to spend the money. 
[Dr. Moy6 answered as follows:] 

Tho set-aside will bo addreeaod in tho reauthorization Our recent oxperionco this 
' ScrnoT rt"'" ^«'""y'nny colleges in tho advanced p,-ogfard d not go 
ourofmonlv ThT/ ! ^voro not acceotablo, but because we simply ran 

out of money. There was a marked discrepancy. I tliought, bolwoon what wo would 
have done wuh the aet-asido and what we hnvo to du. could not give mote than 
colCTh,u d r T^'^'" comnnmity colleges, so we ended up funding lyoar 
toUeges that d.d not rank as well m some communitv colleges, hi ttiis instance the 
sot-ns.do workcdj against the community collogep. ' une^nsLanco. tno 

'So presumably on the basis of last year's applications there were' 

■ lhl 9A T^ ^" ^''^ ^^^y ^""^Ped up against 

the 24 percent, and ,n order to spend the mpney they had to go to 
inatitutions that did not scorers high in meeting theWiuiremonts. ^ 
, Mr. Weiss. Right and I am trying to ascertain. ifvThere is any 
indication, educated guess or whalover, tho number institutions 
there are and what^ percentage of those' institutions are being fund- 
ed at the 2-yeor college level. P • 

Dr. MoYfe. I caif give you I ho" exact figures from this year. It does 
not rtjpresent the entire universe, but out of 224 2-yeur inatitutions 
°PAl"<^" "s, we are recommending 172 fbr funding 

Mr. Weiss, "rwo-ycar inMitutions, 223 that applied. See, what I 
am trying (o find out is how many of the colleges there are out 
there who could apply, who could qualify. Yoti said there are 1,000 
roughly. And you say you funded about i74. 

Dr. MoYfe. tn the 2-year group 172,- but tho 1.000 would include 
both 2-year and -l-year institutions, both public and private, and we 
have received applicatiohs from over 500 of those 1,000 institutions. - 

• ' s 
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Mr. Weiss, You don't have a breakdown as to how many of that 
1,000 are 2-year institutions? 

Dr. MoYft. Yob., Of the 1,000 are you only concerned abput those 
Who applied? ^ ^ % 

Mr. WKias. The total universe eligible. 

Dr/MoYl I don't have that at the moment. We can submit that 
infoniiatib(f- I am sure the evaluation staff has those daU. 
[Information referred to above follows;] 

Of the ai)proxinmU>ly 1,000 instilutiona which aro oilhor donni(<ely eligible or 
which huvo a high probubility of being eligible to bt^ deatKnotod as developing' 
institutioas. f)4r) are 2-year inatitutionB. * 

-Mr. Wkiss. Because,, again, Dr. Rivera, and to a great extent I 
sympathize with the c^uestion of logic that you raise, but it seems 
to me that it is one thing to express criticism of the fact that there 
are institutions that have been on from the beginning perhaps 
don't belong. ' ... 

The question is how do you phase them out? The administration 
has suggestt^d is that because they have, not been able to do this 
with' a strong administration that tli^y now have a foolproof way of 
guaranteeing that, institutions don't stay in the propfram forever. 
Although that may not be the best way of doing it, it is at least one 
guaranteed way of achieving it. 1 wondered whether, in "fart, in 
light of that, you think it does or does'not make any sense? I 

Dr. RiVKRA. We spoke to that question. We would recomnie^ for 
administrative pui'poses, and that is only because I had a?frrt!5)'ionce 
in that program, that grants not be made on an anilual basis 
principally because it involves much too much paper shuming aud / 
institutions having to reapply every yoar constitutes an unNstarrartt- 
ed high cost for. colleges to absorb. ' V 

So \Ve simply think that a 2- to 5 year period would be much 
more realistic. It would allow the mstitutions^then to chart their 
own direction and indicate what' kind of measurable goals and 
objectives they anticipate achieving. . - t 

The administratM^n proposed 7-yeara nonrenewable grants. I 
think that is an individual college matter. We have some reserva- 
tions about it because there are many institutions that were receiv- 
ing good services from this program ifi the past, and possibly 
should continue. So the question of whether or not in 7 years the 
applicate colleges will be able to get ti}Cir act together, I really 
could not comment on that* at this time. However, would 4iavc 
some reservations about cutting tliem off etntireb'' 

Mr. Weiss. What occurs to me is that it is one thing if vou had 
only a limited number of institutions and that if you cut thorn off, 
you wouldn't know what to do with the money, but when it ap- 
pears that you have two, oi' three, or four, or five times as many 
institutions eligible as those that you are funding, it seems to me 
that perhtips th6re ought to be some kind of rotation to make sure 
those that haven't had any at least come in and qualify rather 
than having those that have been on for 7 years saying we still 
qualify and it would be unfair for you to cut us off. 

Thank you verv much, .M^;. Chairmanv 

Mr. Foui). Could you provide for the Cl)mmittee, Dr. Moy6. some 
kind -and this might be helpful to us—of estimate of what would 
happen if you simply removed the set-aside—and we are calling ii 
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properly a set-aside. U is a kincj of funny wording that says that no 
less than 24-percent would be set asi<;le, but, in effect, it has hc^n 
mterpretod. and it becomes a cap, so it is, frankly, a 24-percent set- 
asido. . 

""What would happen if the set-aside were removed? Do we get to 
21 percent. 40 percent? We can't engage in a bargaining ptocess 
here with the community, and j*inior colleges, saying we thfnk 85 
percent is appropriate', the administration says staying at- 24 is 
appropriate, so we end up with some kind of a blind compromise in 
between those figures. . 

Wouldn't it be a little more dignified if we had some idea'^ If we 
are talking about removing the set-astde and you only get up to 27 
percent, shouldn't we be talking about that instead of something 
between .i) and 24? Is thero- a way you can estimate that for us'^ 

lrt\ MoYfe. We will give it a try. 

(The in/ormation referred to above follows:) 

Tho enWt ol reniovinK the ?A |x-rcont set-aside m somewhat difTlcult to KURe for 
ewer than half of the 2-ye«r colleges el.K.ble for designation as developing instilu 
lions have applied for funding, and n substantial discropuncv exists between the 
lunding levels reMueated by instUutions in then piojwsals and the fundiruf levels 
ultiniately receiveii by those institutions. However. dat« from the recently foniplet- 
«d riHcal year 1979 uwaixlU cycle provides an estimate of the impact of removing the 
-<4 iK»reeiit sot-aside. & • - 

;n the fiscal year 1979 comj)<?tition. 224 of the MO potentially eligible 2-year 
mst.lut.ons. or -ll p*>rcent. applied for- title III funds'. Of thOso which applied 202 
were declari-d eligible to con.|wte for funds. Awards were made to 174 institutions 
or 8t, ,H>r<.ent of those declared eligible for funding. (Of those 1 year colleges which' 
^ Mppliod and were declared eligiOle for funding, m percent received awards ) 

H the aot-aside lor 2-year colleges were eliinuiated. we would evnlunte nil piopos- 
uls without ,(jg«rd to 2-year or 4 year statiis. In view of the high rx>rcerttage of 2- ■ 
year college proposals which received fui?ding in Hscal year 197.9. a ngiiie which 
compares favorably with the percentage of 4-year foUeges wh,ch were funded, we 
UKlKve that the 24 jwrcent set-aside is- entirely adequate to ineol program needs 

c/ Mr. FoKu. Thank you.' 

Mr. Btichanan? ^ , 

Mr. Buchanan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If the set-asides were 
>ken out, would it be necessary to devise other criteria to insure 
that 2- and' 4-year institutions could equitably compete aeainst 
each other? ' ' ^ ^ , 

Dr. MoYl It would bo difficult for me to an.^-wer that at this 
point. I behove your question would have us decide how we would 
administer the program without the set-aside, and I am not pre- 
pared to answer that at this time. 

Dr. Beuuyi We would prefer to continue with the 24'percent but 
we would be willing to, look >t that question and try to come up 
with an answer, We don't have one now. 

Mr. BuchanKn. Let me apologize first' for being in and out of 
. this hearing. ; • 

We are trying. to do something about rescuing the boat people in 
my other Committee. if. 

Second, earlier this year the administration was advising the 
Congress that it would be unwise to change the Office of Educa- 
tion 3- process -for evaluating proposals for the fiscal year 1>979 
' awards on the basis of criteria established tender the "^Id iWula- ' 
tions. ■' . . • 
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If Congress disapproved the regulations, we were told, it could 
run late into the summer before awards were made, an understan- 
dable disadvantage t<Tl^istitutionir . 

At the suggestion of institutions, the Congress did not disapprove 
the new regulations so that the awards coultl be made by Jone 

It is now substantially beyond June 30 and not even the awaVa 
negotiations have begun with the- institutions. 

Could you please explain what the problem is? When do yoU 
expect. these grants to be announced? ^ 

Dr. MoYfc. The nw^ards process has been completed. 

The slate of awards has been approved. I assume that today or 
tomorrow the schools will be notified that they will be contacted 
for negotiations. 

The Congressional Liaison Office will notify you of the schools 
that have been chosen to receive awards. 

We H^e several days late, but the selection process has been' 
conipleted, 

Mr. Buchanan. When we last discu;ssed the question of criteria 
for title III, it was when the Congress was looking at the tl^en- 
proposed regulations for title 111. Now, as we evaluate these "new 
regulations in terms of the reauthorization process, it will be 
important to know how the Office of Education arrived at the 
criteria they used to determine eligibility under the program. 

The criteria m the new regulations is drastically different from 
that in the former regulations. I wonder if you can tell us how and 
why OE determined to use the criteria they established? 

What studies or evalutions were conducted to determine that 
these were the. best indicators of institutional need? y 

Dr. MOYfe. The two criteria that we selected were from a list of 
approximately 51 separate criteria which could by possible indica- 
tions be struggling for survival and isolated from the mainstream. 

We are gcling to evaluate this grant review process and p^y 
particular attention to those institutions that fell into a couple of 
categories. 

First, we are interested in those institutions tliat were "grand- 
fathered*' for purposes of eligibility who did not receive 174 points. 
We are also going 4,0 take a close look at institutions which did not 
receive 174 points, and but which submitted narratives, and which 
on the basis of the narrative we declared to be developing on the 
basis of those narratives. 

We think we will be able to determine quite accurately just hjow 
well the eligibility criteria describe the institutions by looking at 
this first post-award year under the new regulations. 

Dr. Bkrry. Mr. Buchanan, the notion was that we wanted to 
come up with criteria that would make title HI most effectively 
complement the need based programs of student aid. The concept 
here \s need, We wanted to make the title Ifl program, insofar as 
possible within the statutory language, complement that concept. 
Now that we have gone through the process we can evaluate to see 
how close we came to where we thougfit we were going. 
' Mr.* Buchanan. Could we have a list of the 51 measures consid- 
ered, and maybe a written sumniary of why you came up with 
what you came up with? 
^ Dr. MoYfc I will ask for that. 
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(The intbrnmtion referred^ to follows;] 

Thr ehKibihly criteria werc^odified »n tho i»ow rogulalions for Tillo III because 
tnc collection ol nuuusures previously used to determine cliKibility did not diacrinu/ 
nme vvoll between tluKse in.tUutionH for which Ta\, III was desiKned and olher non 
<^^ ovinH m«taatu>ns^ In revismg the eligibility cntena. we were .searching for 
thf Mfl tn?'"''''? woufd Identify tho«e iqstitutions wl^^h, m the hw.KuaJ. of 

i d^n r 1^^^^^^^^^ ^^^-KKlmg for survival* and "mohited fr"n tUe mainHtunf^V^ of 
X h ^ ''''' examined nay~one mea^urea before selecting the 

. quantitative ehgibilUy criteria in the new roKulalions 

i^^iV K'r/'' " nuuisures which were considered during our revision of 

ai^HiKihility criteria Also included is an explanation of why ihe.t mea.ur f/vvere 
Mt to W inap„ropni*te. unworkable, or nut indicative of an in.stitutiorr. developinl 

FFK KnroHment (l! year and -l-year Hchool«) 

ITK Faculty ' k ^ ' 

xNuRiber of tJraduates i Buccalnureate or Assoc^ite Arts) ' 
Numbers of l*h D's 

Pr()f(»SKor's Sahiry ^^.^ 
Instructor's Salary (4-year schools only) 
Average Salary ^X-year schools only) 

|\M-ccnt going to (Jraduate School (toM year schools for :>-vear colleires) 
1 ercent completing for first year ' ' . 

Ratio of Baccalaureates of AA's produced to total enrollment 
IN umber of 1/Ow income Students 

JVrcentage of Ix)w-Income Students in total enrollment iheadeounU^ 

I ercentage ol U)w-Inconio Student-S on Financial Aid 

Number ol Minority Studentij 

Percentage of Minority Students iheadcount) 

Fer-capiUi Student Aid incH)me per low-mcome student 

Kducntional and (Jener^I Total Expenditures 

Fer-Capita F^G Expenditure per ih'E Student 

Fer-Cnpit^i Library Volumes jwr FTF Student ' 

101^*^11 Library volunie-S , 

Fercent from Fndovt^ment Earnings 

IVrcent from GifLs and (r rants 

Amount from Fndowment Karnings 

Amount from (;ift^i and (u ant^ ^ V 

Total Fndowment Fund 
Fercent from State and Local 
Amount from State and Local 

Fer-Cnpita from SUite and Local % 
I'ercent from P'oderal Sources 
^Amount from Federal Sou rces- 
JVrcent (Sources not defined) 
Amount (Sources not defined) 
Fercent oi Vh Ds 
Other criteria reviewed are disciissed below 

OF studied use of the Consumer Fnce Index (CPl) to adjust for regional 
io^t^li^-ng" '''^^ acrossTJon me^X of 

The -Bureau of Labor Statistics' Urban Family Budgets for Selected Urban 
• Areas relates on y to selected urban areas, not all uiLn areas and not non 
n n «ilT' household budget data do not accurate v i^oi ti ay 

* the cost* of OfHM-ating an educational institution * ' " 

Regional indexes and budgets do not take into account differences between 
areo^ witfnn regions for ^>xample between Now York City and uZ^e Xw 
' York It also IS not clear tjiat fa^nlty salaries, the largest part of K^Jo expS 
lurc^, would l>e higher m ifll high^ost areas or lower in low-cost Jom ^ 
.inh rr ^ regional cost dilTercncos in Basic Grants and found that a 

student from a low-income fegion atti^nding a higher-cost institution would 
have higher livnw cost^ and tlius, l>c entitled to a larger aize BEOG awaH 
Iv corrZed Vi h tL^^^^^^^^^ I'^IigiljilUv Index (SEI) provoe to be ahnosVpXt: 
S^F?n\e tvt"t\\e BFOG? war^^^^^ -asona(>le because: The higfier the 

Umng income levels or regionally atUust^ income levels proved not to be 
feasible, s nee income levels do not take into account famil/ size: an^u U of 
' -«9sels. and other indicators of ueecj already calculated in BEOOs 
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, Diffortnit Htudeht rinnucial daU did not provu useful: SKOGo aro too 
liivU^d in U>rms of t^e numlwr of eligiblo sludenUj. NDSI^ and (*WS ^v6ni9 arc 
,leG« jiood-basod than BlOCKiH Maay middlo-income studenta qualify for those 
progran\«. In n)SO thcxro vyiH bo rjo income hmitatibn on Gvjuirantoed .V'udoiit 

lA>an« ^ * , * . , 

OK also tv^vdiderod. m ojnv alternative measure, the avcrago unconstramea 
BK(V'f pi*'* ' undergraduate to determine Whether the BEOO '-half cost-rule * 
, elected luGtitutiona' scores in (,he Title III BKQO pointa scheme. The analyBoy 
showed the unc^onstrain^ed BE()(i and-the actual BKO^ be ahno^t perfectly 
> ■ ct^rrelated overall and when scores aro compared^ withinaviie and control .con- 
Bidevations. ^ , 

' -Ar\. institution can easily di^^rmine its' H EGG di^bui^eiyonUa. SFA or uncon-^ 
strained BI'XXJ awanis could l>e used, but they would viddally yield the same 
results while beiiiK more difficult for the ihstitution to report, 

Some of ihe su^xf^ested c riteria aVe not qMantinnble and, tKoroforo, are impos- 
sible to mdex. These include apidemic pretnuat^on of the faculty, past i>e! form- 
ance future' plans of the institution, the institution's backgrouncl. or ofTectivG- 
ncss of ma^ia^oment procedure - 
hi developing the iVeV eligibility criteria, it was feljij^that those institutions which 
servcd/substAntial numbei^ of economically and educationally disadvanttigcd stu- 
dents were charticteristically struggling for survival and*)solatcd ^Vom the main- 
slrtnim of academic life. Additionally, relatively low ex|>enditure8 i>er full time 
equivaloiU student were found to be strongly correlated wit|i a lack of financial 
rtvsources and thus wert- a useful indicator of w!iQth<,^r an institution was 'Istruggling 
for survival." Therefore, the two criteria which measui'e^l those institutional charac 
teristics were adopted The average Basic Grant i>er full time equivalent student 
provider an estinnitc* of the relative aniount of economic disodvujitage of the student 
body. The average educational and general expenditure per full time equivalent 
stqdeni gives a relative measure of the limitaj:ions of an instilutions financial 
resource's 

Whi'Uxwe believe that these are the most "reasonable" indicajlors wo could identi 
fy. w<?*do not purport to state that they are always conclus\ve. For this reasqn, the 
regulations jHM mit an inst4tution which believes itself to be developing, but does not 
score the requisite number of points under the two quanlit^itivo ciitona. to submit a 
written explanation of why the two cj-iteria do not acurately reflect its developing 
status.^, V 

Mr. JpucHANAN. Thank you very much. 

Now, it is clear lliat title III is a competitive grant program. 

The GAO has provided the committee with a copy of a memoran- 
dum from the Director of the Division of Institutional Development 
dated April 4, 1977, which suggests a funding stVatogy which 
"avoids the risk of program drift into general small college support 
by keeping the main focus on institutions pre^jsntly funded/' 

It further suggests? that any additional institutions to be funded 
in hscal year 1977 were to be institutions which wore serving 
primarily minority or disadvantaged students. This- included pre- 
don\inantly black institutions, iicCording to the memo. 

Could- you explain for the committee why a memo like this would 
be at alfin keeping with the nature of a competitive grant process? 

Furthermore, 0MB documents for fiscal year t980 programs indi- 
cate that 49 percent of the title III inoney m targeted to go to black 
institutions. 

Can you explain the J)epartment's stand on this set-aside for the 
cToming year, and 1 would appreciate any light I c6\i\d have on that 
memo. 

Dr. MoYfc. I will comment on the last point and beg off on the 
first points because I was not around at the time. ^ 

With regard to the 0MB document, we do try ilo estimate for 
0MB based ofi pa^t history what we feel will be the funding in any 
given year, and when we stated 49 percent, this is our best esti- 
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^£elhrforus.''''''*°"' ^^^^^'^^"^^ P'^K^an^- H is not a 

Mr, Buchanan. I must confess. I personally am schizophrenic on 
ne'fof^'?;^ m"'*; I.have^a^^ng.feeling that we shoSfd contin 
nU .tK ''^ black mstita&p?ft. in a very significant' and unique 
ro e btiU m terms of the b^tcal^yreate degrees awarded 

t)l r''!"^ !° l?'''^^ ''^7 P^^''' ''b^^ ^ personally feel ^ngly on 
the subject of targetmg funds in a competitive program blfore the 
bids come m, if that is done as well. 
Dr. <REitRY. Let me answer that 

uis^h? n,'!-ail''f/'T"''*'M'',''"^f^^ '^^^ ^P^'-^*^' do not require' 
bnf n rJL/r^ ' °" ^■''^^^ ^''b^'- kind ofcolSos. 

but to tai get them on mstitutions that meM thte two criteria Ahd 
as L said, indeed we were trying to target the funds on those 
mstitutions that have low-income disadvantaged students This 

7Zli n?7'T''r °^V' «^"ft"l-«^d P^og'-am. So the idea is not to 
tamet funds specifically on black institutions 

mnTnffhl^^ black institutions think they should have .-eceived 
Sn not ..rSnr""^- -^"^^"^ °' "' '^"' '^ ^« need-based, ana we 
tions As A^^i!' T f'^;'^"?' ^'^^ black institu- 

tions As Al Moy6 {JoinKid out, we were simply trying to estimate 
based on past history, what we thought mighi, be the result ' 

Based on this year's figures, w.f^ will be able to estimate apain 
^wbat we think the results would be the next time 

Mr. Buchanan. Mr, Chairman, I will have additional questions' 
because this is a very, difficult area for me. Som^imes I Ec it's 
iuUoZ ^^''''Y" '"f assistance to these traditional black insti 
tu ions. Sometimes, I -wish Ve CQuUi do so right on the table as a 
thmg in Itself separated from other things 

Where you hav|t so many institutiojvs competing for limited 
sZtr^inl" complicated as to how you provide continuous 

S hi fl T P^'^'C^'^^, c^^^gory of institution and at the same 
time be i;nir to other institutions. 

Thank you. 

Mr. FoKD. Part of the problem is. as it was laid out by Mr 
Wilson, you ^o back to 1965 and see where poor people were goinR 
to schpolan^ look at 1969. 1970. 1971;' and 'now come up to 1980 
and things have changcHl. „ . ^-v^^vov. 

Vfe have a wlvole new phenomenon that is so new that it was 
. tea ly not very well known across this country 25 years ago 

Here we are 15 years after the point at which we set this cap on 
the basis of he percentage of all college students going to commu 
n.ty and junior colle^es.^Jgnoring the change that Ls taken p ee " 

Can you tell us what the Dcrcentage is now"? 

itv^ nn/?"''^"^''^'' "^'^^^'^ ^''^^ k"^d« of student.^, not miixof- " 

ity students are in community and junior colleges today? 
Dr. Rkid. I have information' Mr. Chairman. - 
1 think that your prfint is very significant^ and I would like to 

speak beyond the iivtial' point. / u i wouia hko to 

Thu-ty^-nme percent of all black students attending colleges un- 

«Zn ^''^^ ^^^«^di'^«? 2-j:ear institutions; 47 percent of all 

Mr FouD. No;, what peix;entage of all of the students in any kind 
of college, undergraduates, that is? • ■ 
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Dr. Reh). Thoai^ are tho agures 1 nm giving you. 
Mn Foui). 1 huve the breakdown b^v grou[ja. 
Dr. Rkiu, All minority students, Ob percent. 
Mr. Foiw. I am trying to get a comparison. 

Dr. Rku). Around 43 percent of all students attending colleges as 
undergraduates today are attending two-year colleges. 

Mr FoKp How do you respond to the assumption that a larger ^ 
portion of all undergraduate students are attending community 
knd junior colleges today than 15 years ago. and that the increase 
in that larger portion has been predominantly from low^ncome 

.'^^^aJ^c those reasonable assumptions? Congressi^an Buchanan's 
problem here is that history has changed, and we are trying to deal 
with it aa if it hadn't changed. 

■We have other people in the business of providing access .to 
education for low income atudenUs in large numbers were ^not 
in the business tn large numbers when we wrote title 111 m Uto. 

IVfiaps what- we huve to do is consider what Congressman Bu- 
chan&n has suggested, that if the maintenance' of the traditional 
black college is an important public policy.'We face that right up on 
top of the table and say we are going to have a program lor that, 
purpose, But the program has been tailored over the years using 
characteristics' that were exclusively or .predominantly the provmce 
of the traditional black colleges'-in lOGO. When you uSe low income 
and low per pupil expenditure as predominant characteristics as 
determining^ What the student body of a developvng institution is. 
vou discover that there are literally thousands of institutions in 
business that were not in business then that are targeted specidcal- 
4y at the kinds of programs that attract these neo.iple. 
" p:vcry big city in the country now is in-that business. 

The only State that doesn't today have State-supported comnium. 
ty ajid junior colleges is South Dakota, as I understand it. 

My own Slate of Michigan has a scattering. of them. In lybo the 
bitJKest city in the State didn't have a community or junior college, 
but today it has two ol^^hc largest serVing it in the whole country 
*lf you look' at the make-up of that student body you see that 
there is an awful lot of educational oppoilunity bfeing provided lor 
low-mcome people that had no alternative available to them sever- 
al years ago so we now have the traditional black college compet- 
iiiK on the imiis of this criteria with this growing new phenom- 
■ enon It has contii>ued to gr^rWTit a fantastic rate during the period 
of the life of title " III, and it is not fair to either segment to 
continue to have this kind of competition l^ecause that is what gets 

"''it's obvious lo nu-. and 1 can get in trouble for thift, that we have 
consciously followed policies to protect the share of those who were 
there first against this growing new provider of ecufation to low- 
income ^leople. That has been accepted as a policy, but it ci)ntmues 
to exacerbate the kinds of tensions that are demonstratejl here this 

"^We^ought' to be able to deal with that, so that we avoid contiTiu- 
inK down the road where we have the Hispanic and the advocates 
of community and junior colleges pitted against thq traditional 
colleges That is not good lor anyone. 
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Dr. BicniiY. I won't try to answer what you just said, Mr. Chair- 
man, or to controvert it, especially when you say it's a phenom- 
enon that exists in Michigan. But I would like to comment on it. 
lAil me just say that in considering what to do about the problem 
vou also have to weigh whether, indeed, the HiSpanics and the 
blocks, and the like, who attend community colleges, are going 
there because that , is the only place that will take them, and 
possibly that the 4-year institutions that are not black institutions 
are not doing the job of taking in these students and educating 
them. ° 

They can graduate with degrees and the black colleges continue 
to be the supplier of these degress. ^ 

You weigh that also in terms of Ilispanics and what happens t,o 
them and do they ii^fact get degrees? 

If your objective is to increase the supply of Hispanics, the poor, 
and blacks who end ud with degree^ you weigh the place that does 
that job against the place that may or m(\y not do tliat. Take that 
all into account and you come up with a judgment of where you go 
with the program, unless you want a completely new and different 
program with purposes different from this one. Then you must 
separate that out and put it on the t.able and talk about let's do 
thia or that for black colleges.^ 

I don't know the answer. I only maker those comments. 
Mr. FoHO You have to weigh alsof Mary, the fact' that the 
statistics last year show th<;. average age of a community and junior 
college student to be ;)0, and the- average ago of a female in o 
community and junior college to be 35. This has continued to climb 
.with the interesting phenomenon that the. percentage of people 
^omg to commmunity and junior colleges with a baccalaureate 
degree as their ultimate objective has stayed .constfiht while this 
growth has gone on. The community and junior colleges have 
moved- into education for the world of work, job-related education, 
short term programs for paramedics, paralegals, all sort^ of profos' 
stons, if you will, that didn't o^xist a few vears ago. 

In spite of all of these, the ve^y laudable development of these 
alternatives to getting a traditional 4-year degree, they still tell us 
.) ) percent of the oeople going to community colleges state as their 
objective ultimately getting a baccalaureate degree, so it's q very 
important part of the pipeline for poor people to get on course for 
the ultimate achieven>ent of having a baccalaureate degi ee. 

I suspect there may be a slight difference, and I am being person- 
al when I say this, on the relative importaiice of having a 2-yonr 
certificate that makes it possible for you to go- out and save people's 
lives as a paraYnedic ahd having a -l-year degree with a couple of 
majors that won't get you a job or contribute anyt,hing to society 
We have shifted, many of us, those of us who have had the 
privilege of getting the nice pieces of paper to hang on our walls 
Irom behoving that that is what Americans really t^^joct Our Gov- 
ernment to bo supporting in education exclusively 

That is why the programs have constantly broadened out to take 
care ol nontraditional students, independent sj^udenta, to encourage 
a 3r>-year-old or 40-year-old woman to come back and acouiro aomo 
skills. 
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What doe^ it profit her to try to get a piece of paper with 4 yejars 
of credit when what ahe really wants to do is support a famity? 

She is the head of a household. Look at the statistics on what is 
happen|^ig» and you can see a direct correlation to what is happen- 
ing. You can see an increase in the number of w^omen, non-school 
ago> returning to education and becoming the heads of households 
in this country, too. 

The figures run right together. We have been for several years 
trying to respond to what we^^^rceive from the wisdom of Wash- 
ington here on this island of isolation from real America to 

I)r. Bkuuy. Right; right. 

Mr. Fouo. What has been happening. Only very recently have we 
seen our States respond tathis. California was way ahead of every- 
body else, and it was sort of pooh-poohed, because they' do every- 
thing different in California. 

Some of the States that consider thi2^iselves very progressive in 
the field of education are brand new in this idea of a diverse 
packaging of educational opportunity in the community and junior 
colleges. ^ ' . 

Its growing so fast that we can't keep track of it. This commitlee 
used to'consider that coqimunity and junior colleges were a .split 
personality. We had some legislation J*iat dealt with them as an 
extension of elementary and secondary education, and some pro- 
grams that called on highei- education, and for a short time tney 
enjoyed the wonderful experience of getting money from both com- 
mittees on this committee. 

We finally got them out of elementary and secondary education 
a few years ago» but no matter how we try to deal with this we 
always come back to where Mr, Buchanan just brought us. We see 
developing more and more tension between groups that shouldn't 
have tension between them. 

Everybody has agreed that all of the groups thftt are encom- 
^pn^sed in this program should have a very high priority of Federal 
money. 

Having reached that conclusion, we should not do as we did with 
handicapped people Beinj/ handicapped with the loss of hearing or 
sight or the loss of^your Jegs were different categories to be dealt 
with in different places in different ways. 

We finally came of age with respect to physical and mental 
handicaps, or are coming of age, 1 should say, very late in the 
development of society in our country, but we can't do the same 
thing with respect to me need for educational assistance. 

I shouldn't say we can't We have b'een unwilling to do that, and 
I thmk that this con^mittee is reaching out to you asking for some 
help to see if we cannot resolve these problems in a way that will 
leave everybody feeling that they have been dealt with fairly. 

Mr. RatclTford? ^ 

Mr, Ratohfoud. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(ajmmissioner Berry. I would likt? to get back to nago 5 of your 
testimony bc^foro we have to respond to 4:he voting bolls like rav- 
lov 9 do^, which is the way of life around here these days. 

1 really question the efficacy of having two separate time periods 
for grants. If I were sitting as a financial vice president in an 
institution^ 1 wonder if I would apply fSr a 3-year grant gambling 
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at tho elnd of 8 yeai-s I might be able to reapply again, when I have 
the.poaeibility of getting a 7-year grant. 

Is it^realistic to have these two forms of granla, as far as dura- 
tion isKoncernGd? 

MiRRY. We hope it is realistic, because the 7-yoar grant is 
^ for longer term planning purposes. A financial Vice presi- 
H- example must figure out what he want« to engage his 
lion in and make a commitment to engage in certxiin activi- 
7 years at his institution. 
h the shorter term gi-ant, you have no expectation that you 
will receive money beyond the 1 voar or 8 years or whatever So 
you would have to weigh the likelihood, and whether you wanted 
to do something for a longo;- term or jiot. I think there will bo 
institutions that will apply for a longer term grant 

Our experience with .tJie AIDP, which Al talked about, indicated 
that this would be the case. > . 

Mr. Raix;hford. Woiild there be any prohibition to applying for 
troth types of grants? - ■ ^ j a . 

Dr. Berry. Not at tho sanie time. The idea is to pick one or the 
other. 

Dr. MoYfi. The 8-year grant is renewable, though we are not 
saying that an institution which receives a 3-year award will auto- 
matically be renewed. Those deci8k)n8 will be made upon the racr- 
- its of each application. / 

Mr. Ratchford. Well, your testimony on the 7-year grants is a 
one-time grant. 
Dr. Berry. The 7-year one is. 

Dr. MoYfe. Our experience shows that institutions will opt for the 
onger term grant, especially when they feel that they are progress- ' 
ing well enough that this largo 7-yoar grant will put them over the 
hump, 80 to speak. 

Mr. Ratchford. Aren't both of these really gelting back to what 
Chairman Ford said, a rationalization for not having a long term 
Federal commitment J,o these pi-ograms? 

Dr. MoYfe. I think we are encouraging the institutions to do the 
kind of planning and growth development that will make them 
< self-sulficient. 

i>r. Berry. It is not trying to avoid a long-term commitment to 
the program. Its trying to avoid wherever possible, a. longer com- 
. mitment than ne<;e88ary to an institution. 

Mr. Ratchkoru. I am encouraged by the increase in dollar com- 
mitment Irom the administration, but troubled again, because 
when I seeahese various combinations 8 years and 7 years or 4 
years or combinations, I really view those as being rationalization 
lor not getting to the essence of it, which is a commitment to 
iunding. bo I hope what wo don't have here is another formula for 
avoiding ti commitment under the title III documents where there 
IS a requirement for a comprehensive development plan. 

I served as commissioner on aging in Connecticut and wo were 
required to go throlugh this exercise of State plans. I often won- 
dered i{ anyone atjthe Federal level ever looked at the plans once 
they were receivtxi. • . 
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Dr. MoYfe. We certainly intend to do so. This is the measure for" 
us as to how woU the institution is doing. We have no real guide- 
lino right now. 

Under the present system, wo must look at individual activities . 
in proposals each year and have no long-term plan against which / 
to'bvtvuate these proposals. ' ^ / 

Mr. Ratcmfoiu). Iiow do you envision following up' on the plan 
oncp it is received? ' ^ ^ 

Dr. MoYfe. I am not prepared to give you any details on that» but 
certainly in our monitorhig efforts we will go back to the original 
plan to see that the institution is progressing along the lines that it 
outlined in its plan. 

Mr. Ratchford. Y would certainly support the planninij;, but 
would hop<j at some point to have the det-ails as to- how the follow- 
up would occur. I have heard i>eople at thQ State level say time 
ah&r time when they go through this exercise that it's a paper 
exercise designed to meet a Federal requirement, and once that 
requirement is met there is no followup. 

rlannhig is essential, but ifemonitonng doesn't occur, it really is 
one phase in the process and does not go far enough. 

Dr. Bkkrv. One of the reasons for putting this in is so there will 
be a basis for using what they in fact said triey would do and bein^ 
able tp go out there and look at it. ^ 

Mr RaVchforu. I would^hope that would occur. 

Thank you.- ' 

Mr. Ford. Thank you very much. 

One question that comes to my mind— what does the administra- 
tion have in terms of years? 1 haven't look at at it in terms of the - 
length of time, how many years? 

Dr Berry. Fiacal 1985, 

Mr. Ford. Can you get the applicant for the 7-yoar program to 
agree to waive their constitutional right to come in at tne end of 5 
years and get this lifted the n6xt time around? 

Dr. Berry. That is a fine point, Mr. Chairman. ^ » 

Thank you. 

Mr. Ford. Some of the other members may well be here to deal 
witK that in 5 years, but I have in the buck of my mind the idea, in 
answer to Mr. Ratchford's problem, based on past experience with 
this program. I would take the chance on seven and- take the 
further clmnce on the probabiJity of being able to got Uhat knocked 
out next time around because it didn't work. 

Mr. Buchanan. I wanted to ask the record be left open, because 
I have" a long series of questions that I think might be helpful for 
the record. 

Dr. Berry. We will look foward with pleasure to receiving thorn. 

Mr. Buchanan. Thank you. ' 

[Responses to qu(j3tions referred to above follow:] 

Departmknt ok Hkalth, Kuucation, and Welkahk. 

OkfICK of TUK AaSIfiTANT SkCKKI'AKY KOK KOUCATION, 

Wo^^hin^ton, aC, August 3i, 1979, 

Hon. JouN n. Buchanan, Jr , 

House of Rcprv$cnia(iifs, WashingtOiL D C, 

Dkah Mr Buchanan This leUef i» in rctmi^neo to your request lor uiformtttioa on 
the Titlo III, vStrongthoning Dovoloping InHifutiin Program ^ 
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5 ^70^^^'* oncloeei roaponaoa to ull of tho quoatlone raised in your bttor of August 

If I mtxy bo of any (Virthor as^ietanco, plouao fool froo to contact tno 
Sina»r<»Iy. 

Mauy r. BEunY, 

^ , ^ A$3ishmt S<fCn:iQr)' for Kduixtiwn. 

WnCio8un» y 

Rl^rORT TO CoNdU^MAN BuCUANAN ON THK A^MlNtSTUATION'O KKAUTUORIJ^ATION 

PuQroaAi. FOK Tms HI of the JIIiuueh Eowcation Act 

, W Tho Administration 8 propowd lang^ugo for the Title III program dolotoe 
r^foronco in tho current law to the bi^lotoral and consortium arrangements. Al- 
though there is no mention of them in the low, is it tho position of tho Adlniniatra- 
tion tJmt the J\inded Title III institution could, under tho Administrations propoeal 
U80 thotr giinnt money In cooi>oration with either an assisting agency or Insltutlonls) 
of hMjh* education? 

The Ubor-IIEW Appropriations Committee oxpreseod concern about the manda^ 
toiiy nature of tho cooperative arrangements in its most recent Senate Report Wo 
hftveahereforo propoeed under the Administrntion's proposal, tiiat a developing 
lns[tituUon may o;iter into a cooperative arrangement with an assisting agency or 
in^itution of hiphcr education- 'Ihe grantee institution may pay the assisting agen- 
cy or other institution for its seWicea with giant Ainde. Grantee institutions would 
fto| longer be re<|uired to enter into cooperative arrangements in order to spend 
i^nni funds. 

If 80.-4^ow does OE intend to clean up the problems that have surfaced with tho 
sortia culVcaLlv funded under law? (i,e. WoUld an institution that is hoi eligible 
:omi>etc foi«|^ III funds be eligible to paKicipate in a consortial arrangdment?) 
Under the cOTTent progfnpi regulations, evei7 participating institution receiving 
tVlces fixjm a consortium arrangement must be a developing Institution and must 
cnve soryiccs in proportion to its share of the grant (46 CKR 169,22(bX2Kiv)) 
n scquently an institution that Lb not designated as a developing institution could 
a'^^Ii j"^^'*^ ^^^^ i^gxilations, receiS'e services fix)m the consortium. To strengthen 
funded cooperatjtfe arrangements, the program has proi)06od competitive solOctlon 
ol agisting mstjiutjons. It has also pi^posed requiring each giantoe to submit a 
copy of each cooferativo arrangement agreement which will detail the sei-vices to be 
provlided and ttfo fee 8che<lulo, Applicants would delineate the monitoring proce^ 
dureb to bei used to ensure that service are ix>ndored In accordance with tho written 
agie<imont. In addition, tho assiijting institution or agency would include tho follow* 
mg tOrms and conditions In tho contract. 

A statement of work or services to be pcHrormed. 
. A time schedule for performing such work or services, 

J A description of tho qualifications of tho Institutions or agency for carrying 
' out tho work to be performecl. 

A payment schedule including a st4^temont that payments will be made upon 
■' completion of soi-vlcos- 

Reporting requiromOnt^j. including an agi^niont with astilstlng ag(}ncioe or 
institutions which rcMCiuires that tho agency will submit rcgxilar progr<>es ropoH^ 
to tlie developing institution (jg^rantoc) fhich is rofti^onHiblo for lOrwarding a 
copy ol such reports to the Oratita Qfllcor In the Office oi* Education. 

Retention and access to records pro\(iston8 are to bo clearly Hpelled out In the 
agreement. ) 

Termination rights for the deveh^iiuig institution tUiouk! l)e included. 

A d<jtttuod br;mkdown.o£j,he-ii«6isting agency or institution, budget (fefes) for 
onch year, i.e , cost for all services. 

Provisions assuring that the grantee will retain supervision and adnilnistra- 
tive control over th6 provision of Services under the agroomtjnt, as well us any 
other special conditions appropriate to the agreement. 

Sigitiaturos. The agreement Fjhall e:^ecuted by both parties (developing 
institution and assisting agency or institution) only if and when the application 
m luiKkMj. A covering letter of comn)itment from assiMtiitg agency or Institu- 
tion signed by the f resident or designee should be included with the letter of 
agreemonl tho application sUiting that the Institution or agency will carry 
out ail y lis oart oiid nurposo in iinplemenilng tho progi^atn, if tho request for 
foaeral tunds is grmUe^l and the coojwrative arrangemotit is consummated. 
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(oi What huuin mmM\Ui*\\u>ni Hyiitom wouhi bo (>»(al)l»»luvl no (Imt Kinnt iiioiu\v Oiiu 
U» fflVotivt^lv aooouijU^i lor* 

FhiuIh inannKoinonl Iuih Iuhmi uiiproviul nt both tho Krnntoo lovol mul within tlio 
Tttlo Ul proKiiuii jtHrir 

Tho Titlo 111 program hiui dovolojM»d niui mibniittod lor I)t*i>iirt niont iipproval i\ 
now rtot oi iipplioatioM fCUulrUntui whiob wouWl rmjuiro iuuH\\ yoar UlHO ^rniitwo to 
riniphMnrrit aihuuiiHtralivr and Huonl pnKH»<Uiro5» thiit will a.niuirr cnootivo i\m\ oHl- 
ciont protrciun <>|H»rMtion Thorn* prtHmlurtm would uioludo lU the into^rntion o! 
Huppt>rtiHr nt'tivjtJOH inti» thr Htruoture of tho iriHtitution. (21 provunonn that amiuro 
that iMuloral IuiuIh nro u»od to mipploniont and ia)t mipolanl iniUitution fundH. nnd 
Ct) llHoal oontrolH aiul «<oountinK proooduron that WJll allow tho inntitution to 
auumK<''n«»<* uofoont for Titlo III fundji an woll aa muiitttanoo providtnl from othor 
Ktniond ^iniKraniH. Huoh n» ntudortt mwuitanoo pV^anin In addition, ttio KnjiiliH> 
wc»lild*UHo oonipotitivc Holovtion wi itii choioo of an aHoiBUng aKoncy It would provido 
ancaiibtdi* hy a wntton anrtHMnonl dotailniK tho HcrviooH to Ih» providod by llu» , 
aRi*t»>linK a«oncy and tht^ payniont Holuniulo to bo followed Uoth tho KrauttH> and llu> 
aHHmtnig aKoivy would bo ro«iuir(Ki lo mibnnt roKular progro«tt n*iH)rta to tho Titlo 
HI proKmni utaH IVtailod hudnotii would bo providod and ndhoro<l to by both Iho 
j^ranU'o and th(» amuntinK "Koncy 

(dl. Would tht^ro bf a bnnt to the nund)or of itmt itutu>iii» ahlo to partioipato ui a 

oonHortia * ^ i> • 

In tho now RulotJ and KoKuhitionM for tho Tdlo III j^ro^rani (lodoral Hvk'UJtor. 

March r.ni)). "(h(» »i/o of a n)ni;ortium arranKomont ui linut(Hi to tho nunu>or ol 

inHtdnlioiiH that oiui bo offoolivoly and oPnciontly oorvod " A eouHortium nluat 

nddrt^'w tlun i{uuu» in itn application 

to) Wl^at would 1)0 tho appropruito rolo of an rmiHtuig OKonoy'' 

rho appropruUo rolo of an a»snHtin|.( aRonoy »" to provido tivhnioal auBiBUxuoo and 
othor HorviooH wIikIj tho dovolopuiK mtititutioii nooda and which it m uniibio to 
provido for itmdf 'Huh toohnical luinistanco, for oxuiiiplo. may hv in tho form of tho 
^ dovolopnioiit of nioro olTuMoot nianaKonionl. aocountin^ and information syetomu. 
coimultinK on tho pbuuunK for n fund raiHing drivo for tho ooUoKo'a ondowniont. or 
oxiH^rt uHHiHtanoo on faculty and ourriculuni dovolopmont Tho wsBlatin^j agency Is 
oailod upon to provuio oxiH»rt urirtiHtanco nflor tho dovoloping institution has as- 
Homiod ita notHln and ban anolyxod tho rooourcoa nccoHaury to uddrcsB thoso nooda. 

(0 Whn\ auditing roquiromoat^ nhoidd b<^ oat^iblmhod for aBaietinR ngoncioo? 

Tho projHwod agrtHMnont b<»twoon tho grantoo and ueoiBting agoncy would roquii-o 
tho agoncy to bo wubjrK't to Hubatantiaily tho Hupic audit roqubomonts as tho 
dovolopum inntUution This rotiuirod Ix>ttor of Agroomont wyuld includo a «oction 
on roportuiK ro<iuirt>monUt. rt^tontion of and nccoos to rocoida. and an assurance of 
compliance witli Kodoral rogulationH 

tK» Should thoro bo an institution match? . 

KoouirinK grnntoo inatitulions to provido matching fUnda for all Titio III activities 
would MovorHy rorttrict tho ability of tho institutions most in nood to pursxie sub- 
Btantud.projoct,H by limitiiig tho funding thoy rtniuostcd to a sum thoy could match. 
Those institutions alroady contribute the time and services of staff and facuTiy. and 
as tho projects continue.* ^rantoos are encouraged to absorb project activities into 
their institutional budgets i . rp. 

Tho new onc^-yoar challenge grants do require an institutional match. 1 ho^o 
special grant,M will otiable an institution to invest a jwrtion of its funds in. a special 
projoci that wtll strengthen the institution without dopbiting ita alroady limited 
resc>in'Cos 

(JIJKSTION 2 » 

In ActifiK*^ ^>ninnssioiior Doriy's testimony, she referred to the fact thbl during 
the development of new regulations for tho Developing InstUutions* Program, 51 
different measures of institutional viability wore considered 

<tU (\)uld you please aubmif for the record a list of those measurenientfi and a 
sumn^ary of why UKW chose tho moasuios which are outlined in tho final reguln 
tions for the proffram^submitted on March 1971). and which became port oi the 
pn)|K)sed change in law? 

In the di^velopnicnt of the new regulations, tho OfHco ol Kducatton sovight a gi^up 
of Htatisticul measutes that wtis supportive of the legislative intent and could be 
used as ehgibihty criteria to designate institations im developing^ Those (actors 
' selected were to measure the wealth of the institution and tho Hnanclal status of 
the student IilhIy Furthermore, the statistical data was to be consist^jnl. current, 
complete, sensitive to yearly fluctuations, accurate, avoilable and easily obtnliiablc 
A list of the factors revi(»\ved is attached ' * 



221 /' 

qu^^«v?ni!^m«.''n tho HiulL Education General Informi^tion 

X^^'*^^^^* nnanciul sUitlaticH mot all of tW crltorla. In ordor to account for 
thi^ dtrroroncofl n alzo of Inetitutlone. thcso ©totietics w©n> divided by fuH timo 
cqutvalont onrollmont irCKl AnQiyuie indicrttoa that mo6t of tho H6X)l3 anundal 
dutu itoma woro highly oorrolutod with total EductUional and Oonorul oxponditurofi. 
rhu«. rather than using a^voral xxyomKirm that aro covariuto, it soomod mono logical 
to UBO iuet ono moafluro Educational and Oonoral oxi>ondltum per FTE was thus 
Boloctod afl one ohKibHitv crltom. 

Tho aiKXMjd criteria cUon. DLXKi diabureomonts per FTE undot^graduato onroll- 
mont. Btood out clearly irom tho other avullablo statiatic© aa the bo»t ovorall 
rnoa^un? of studont w^^alth at an institution. This moaauno. oaaily obtainable fix)m 
lh<^ Duroau of Student Hnanctal Asaiatanco within OE. combined several moaeuroe 
ol the students niumcial poeiUon into ono. It waB found to bo highly correlated with 
tho average pixrAmUM in.^me at an institution while alao accounting for faniily eke 
student Income and a^aeta of Cfi6 BECX) rx>clplonU. Qvorall. It waa found to bo the 
iKjel moa«urt» of student necdinc8S|^^ ^ 

^ Ltsr or Factors MKAauniNti iNsrrruTTONAL Status 

ThV followin^^ i» a hstm«r of.tho m>8aib!o mefxaui-ea examined in an offoin to aolecl 
tho m(xU effcTtivo cru the identification of devoloping instilutiona- 

1^ I K hnrollment (2-year and 4-vear achoola). 
FTE Faculty 

Number of Ort^duntea (Baccalaureate or Aaaociato Ails) 
Nvimber of Ph. D a. I 
PorconUi(j;e of Ph. D.'a. , * 

Profoaaor a Salary 

Inotruclor'a Salary ('1-year achoola only) 
Avorugu Salary (2-year schools only), 

rercH)nt going to (Graduate School (Lo 4-year achoola for 2^yoar coiroffoa) 
Percimt compiotlng the Hrat yoar. 

Ratio of Baccalaureatco or AA a produced to total enix>nmlm't 
Number of Lew-Income Studente. 

Peix-entaflre of][x>w-Income Students in total enrollment (hoadrountK 

lercentaKCof lx)W'Income Students on Financial Aid. 

Number of Minority Studonta. 

Porcentago of Mino^-ity Studonta (luoadcouot) 

Per-Capita Student A\d income j>or low income student 

Lducational and General Total Exiwnditurea 

Por-Capita E&G Expenditurea per FTE Student. 

Per-Capita Library Volumea per PfE Student. 

Total Library volumoa 

Percent from EndowiTient Earnings. 

Percent from Gifta and Grants. 
♦ Amount from Endowment Eiu ningo. 

Amount from OiftJs and Grants. 

TotxU Endowment Fund. 

Percent from State and l^cal. \ 

Alnomit fi^m Stxite and Local ^ 

Per-Caplta from StaU^ and I.x>cal, ^4/ 

Percent from Federal Sources. 

Amount fron^cderal Sources 

Percent (SourCea no{ donno<i) 
Amou])USouKX>s not dofined). 
Other critoriarevjewcd are diacuafiod below: 

OE etudk^, uae of the Cbnaumor Price Index (CPU to adjx^at for regional 
cJSt'^^liXv''' ^'"^ '''' relevance as an acroaa region meaaure of 

The- Burod\i of Ubor StatiaUc^i' Urban Family Budgat^ for Sol(H;t*>d Urban 
Areaa relatcflNwdv .to aolecKKl urban areaa, not all urban aVeaa and not non-^ 
urban arpaa. JVHUermoro, tho houHohold budget data do not accuraU>lv portrav 
^he coat of ODoratinjqr un eduaUional iuatltution. - 

Regional indoxea and budgetja do not take into account difforeucoe between 
ureaa within regiona for example between Now York City and mutate Now 
tnv^ . V n r?* ^^ft f^^'^'^^y Halarica, tho largest part of E&G oxi>enai- 
tur^is, would bo liigher in all hlgh^oat arojm or lower in low>coHt nroaa 
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OE dlBO studied i^egional coel dlfforoncoe in BubIo GrunUa and fouyd that ft 
atudont from u low-fncomo rotfion attondin|[ a highor-coet institution would 
havo higher living coeta and. thus, bo ontltlod to a larger eizo BEOO award. 

Tho invorae of tho Studont Eligibility Index (SEI) provoa to bo almost perfect- 
ly corrolatod with tho BEOO award Thifl Is roasonablo bocause: The highof tho 
SEI the lowor the BEOO awaixi 

Using income levels or regionally acOustod in^como levels proved not to bo 
fooslblo, ^slnco income lovols do not take into account family sixo, amourjt of 
assets, and other indicators of need already calculated in BEOGs. 

Different student ^Hnanclal aid data^ did not prove usofVil: SEOGs aix) too 
. limited in terms of tho number of eligib'lo students. fsruSL and CWS grants are 
lees noed boflod than BEOGs. Many mlddle-iricomo students qualif>* for thoeo 

ffrograms. Jn 1980 there will be no income limitation on Guaranteed Studont 
/Oane. 

OE also conaidei^, as one alternative measure, the average unconstrained 
BEOO per FITS undergraduate to determine whether the BEOO "half cost rule" 
affoctoa inatltutiona scoi^s in the Title III BEOG point^a achomo. The analyses 
showed the unconstrained BEOG and tho actual BEOO. to be almoet |>orfectly 
conflated overall »Jid when acoros are compa^Kjd within typo and control con- 
siderations 

An institution can easily determine its BEOO disbureemonts. SEI or uncon- 
strained BEOG awnixls could bo used, but thoy would virtually yiold the same 
results while being more difficult for the institution to i^oort. 

Some of the suggested triterin are not quantifiable and. tiioroforo. impossible 
lo index. These include acttdemic preparation of tho faculty, past performance 
of future plans of the institution, the institution's backgiour>a. or efTectivenoss 
of management procedures. 

lb) Wore there any statistical runs conducted to show how those faotors wou^d 
affect varioufl typos of institutions? If so, when wei^ those available to tho 
public? C'Ould you please submit them for tlio record? 

Yes, statistical runs wei^ conducted on the selected criteria by type and 
control of institutions and by state. These wore made available upon request, A 
copy of the most recent run for ¥y 1979 can be found in Appendix A 

QUKSTION 3 ' 

There exists a National Advisory Committee on Black Higher Education and 
Black (>)lleges a»d universitiejs. In tlieir recently i-eloasod report entitled "Access of 
Black Americans to Higher Education: How Open is the Door?", there was no 
spociflc i^commendation on how tho Title 111 progiom should bo altered. Were there 
any recommendations roceived by tho Secretx\i*y from tliis committee? 

.ft is correct that thore wore no specific rocpnunendations ox)ncorninff 'Htlo III in 
thO'repoi-t entitled "Access of Black Americans to Higher Education: How Open is 
the Door?" However, a number of* specific recommendations were made to the 
Secretary by tho Committee relative to tho reauthorization of 'Htle HI. In addition 
in a separate letter to SeciNJtary Califano, the Committee added to it« nnjvious 
recommendations o resolution that "Title III of tho Higher Education Act bd made 
explicitly for tho benefit of Black colleges and unlversitlefl." A copy of these r<KJom- 
mondations and a copy of the resohition are attached In Appendix B. 

The recommondatioiis were distributed by the Committor to DHEW ofticinls and 
Interestod organizatioiis such as tho National Advisory Council on Women and tho 
Natirftial Association for Equal E<hia\tional Opportunity. 




tUKSTION 4 



(a) In Acting -Commissioner Berry'd statoment, she irtXlicatod that the measures to 
dotormine an Institution's neod wore selected on tho basis of serving those institu- 
tions that tho Congress intended be servtuli For the years that this urogram has 
Ixjon fundc<l, tho Congress has hoartl n^^roatedly fi-Om the Office of Education that 
tlio Congro8oi(Jnal intent is unclear, a fact which has caused the program to be in 
(Vfearray for yeans. To what wore you referring when Vou Indic^tea that tho^ indices 
of meajsuroment wore "<*xamihed to determine those Institutions that the Congress 
intondoil to.be served?*' ^ 

h\ developing th(f n4?w eligibiHty criteria which were published in the Federal 
Register on March 80, U)79» the specific language In tho law describing tho pur^e 
of the Title III progrant waa used. ^Pwo characteristics of developing Institutions 
were taken directly from Sec. 302(aKt) of the Higher Education Act: (1) struggling 
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for «urvival r„r riiiu.uu.l or other rowsons. and i2) iaolnUKl from thu .nain curnmta of 

Tho iivorago oducationul nnd.goiu.ral oxpoiidituros |H»r lull t.nu. oqi.ivalonl atu- 
Ui«nl pnwKkul .1 i.UMwuro of whether an inHtitutioi. w,m struKKln.K for survival for 
linn.u-ial or .rthcr roanona Furthorn.oro in analvziiiK what tvi^ea of institutions wort> 
i-Holatod liom th,. main rurront^ of acadomic fifo, it was felt that an inHtitutiona 
.•omiUilni..n( to HoryiriK a sul^Untiul proportion of low ,neomt> studont« in conjunc- 
tion with it« hmittHl nnancial rosourcea wcro chaiaotpriHtic of isolation 

Hit UunnK th(. ronfonwuc on tho Kducatioa Amondmonta of 1!)72. the lonforoos 
. ? a S<^''l'tO provision which would havo required ' 

th« not U«H than r,() ,H«r contum of Titlo-Ill funda bo used for institutions which 
enrol a HiK'nthcnnt (.roportion of studonta who havo h«d inadoquato socondurv 
school preparation or havo lomc fron> educationally, culturally, or economically 
deprivod (.ackKrou.ulH Thai provmion was struck from the conference document 
and did not b<.-<<.nie part ol the law It w,u) clearly the Congrotis' intwt that Title III 
,tho mi^j.^r in.stituti.mal aid program under the IIiKher Education Act. be tied tJ 
InctoiH relafMiK to "iHtjtutional nood. as opiKWed to the Admini.Mjration's current 
rocmmondation an an extension of the rinancinl aid programs. Whnt loRislalive 
im-r.^lent gave the Orflco of l-klucntion guidance in deternunin« it was student 
HU- Ors that the ( onKresu intended Iw used to determine eliKibilitv for Title III 
rather than instttutmnal factoni"' ^ 

The ImiKunK,- which was deleted by the C^onferenc,. Conunittee is co.widernbly 
dUIorent Iron, the meaaures now being used to identify institutions eligible to 
ptirtu ipute in th(,< Title III progrnrji ^ 

One of tho two new criteria is explicitly an institutional one (avoiage instruc- 
tional expenditures (Mr full time equivalent student). The second criterion, while it 
ut.li/.'H mformntlon from one of our student financial asmstanco programs is also an 
ntUmipt to meiiHure the impact u,x.n the iiiHtitution of the characteristics of iti, 
student body We are not recommending that Title III become "nn extension of the 
linunciaJ aid ()rograniH. 

We have found, however, that many institutions exi>erience financial dinicultietr 
precis.- v because they provide access to high p.oiwrtions of low-income students 
Willie the iHTCtnUiRe of students in attendance is not a direct monswro of institu- 
tional condition It is a re nlively effective means of identifying institutions with ■ 
Higuilu anl numbers of studenU. who because of low-income arc eligiblo for Federal 
supiK.rt An institution which enrolls a subsUntial proportion of low income stu 
d.Mita and h.is-ex|H iuli(ures for instructional activities NvViich are relatively !o\V per 
student enrolled is. we believe, the kind of institution which Congress intended the 
.rogrum to HUp,K.rt. The criteria selected more sharply define the population eligi- 
ble for program assistance than the language found in the legislation. 

CJIIE.STK)N .'. 

The AdniiniHtrationH proposal piofidefi eligible institutions with ah option of 
applying for one <.f two tyix-s of awards: three-year awards, with the option of 
rec..,n.H.tmg. or seven year awards, designnting a final award under tho progiam 
What incentive would there be for an institution to ever compete for a seven 
year awai-d-' If they <x)uld continue to recompete»« under the three-year option the 
provisional nmxin.um giant ' doe.s not seem to be workable, How arc these pro 
Kvnnirt djilerent from the basic and advanced programs? 

The iiu;entive for an institution to apply for a seven-ytjar award is that these 
owmlH will be subsunlinlly lor^c limn throe thr.^e-yoar awards 
iniportrnTwayT' ^'<"" ^'lo Co' mer Advanced Ppog!an> in two 

I There is an "bsoiute prohibition apinst receiving a second sovon year award 
No such explicit prohibition exLsled in thc^Advanccd Program 

^ A recipient of a seven-Vear award amy not anply for a Ihrec-yoar award aller 
the seven vear grant has expired. Institutions which had roceiycd nmlti year awards 

KZ. P ''*'*^'"""' '''"'^"P> P'-ohibitod from applying for funda under the 
Hasic Pi-ogram at the expirution of their multi-your grant 

( ould an tnslitution apply under both prtigrams simultaneously? 

No. under boct ion :H!l(bHlKB) of the Admini-strotion's projwsed letrislation. an 
institution will not be ,K;rinilted to apply for Of thicc-vonr and n seven-year g on ' 

Tnlv sV;:.T''' ^ "I'^'r "r.?'"^ ""d^^yanced I'rograms. institutions could 

apply mtnultaneously for both programs ivffeny nroblcms were encountoi-ed Uocauso 
the OIlue ol hducnlion won required to decide which program wos more ajipropriato 
lor a parlKuiar malitulion. Iheiefoie. the institution nnist declare which ty|)o of 
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grant it is Applying for, and it may only apply for ono thrco-year grant or ono sovon- 
year gi'ant at a time. 

(b) would the size of the a'wards be significantly different under the three and 
90ven-yeUr optione? 

Yes, tho seven-year awards will bo significantly larger than tho throo-year grants. 

(c) Would an institution receive the coward in yearly Installments? Qr would they 
have acceaa to the mgjioy to use it at whatever pace they determined? 

Tho flow of money to an institution would l>e dotermined in a large measure by 
tho kinds of activities supported and on an institution by institution boeis. While wo 
expect to fund a significant number of grant* fron? ope year's appropi iation. those 
funds would bo distributed by the grantee institution based on need and satisfactory 
performance. 

(d) Should an institution have to use all of its award in tho fis&al year granted? 
Under what conditions would a carry-over be permissible? 

An institution would normally be expected to use all of its awaixi .for one year of a 
multi-year award in tho year for which it is budgeted. However, Tf an institution 
could not effectively use all the Rinds allotted to it for one year, it -would be 
IKjrmitted to continue to spend the»<3 funds in a subsequent year with appropriate 
acyustments in subeequqnt years' funding. 

(e) Should institutions which have already received multiple yoai^ of funding ho 
eUgible to compete for only the seven ycar grant? , 

No. an eligible institution will be permitted to compote for either a throe-year or 
a ^oven year awai d, regardless of Its previous liistory^ of program participation. 

(f) What objection would there be to prohibiting an Institution from recomr>eting 
for a three-year grant until all other eligible insitituione had been funded at least 
through one throe-year cycle? This would establiali a i>olicy of not giving proforence 
to a I ready -funded institutions « ' 

Prohibiting a grantee institution from recomj>oting until all eligible insitutiions 
havo been funded would change a merit competitioti program to ono of ontitloment 
for any institution which meets the eligibility criteria as a developing institution. 
This is counter to the purpose of a discretionary giant progi am which ipakes gianta 
based upon the soundness Of tho proposal and the degree to which tho proposal 
addresses tho purposes orthe ^program. Under the propo6e<l legislation, the progi^am 
will continue to make awai-ds based upon the merit of individual proposals. Howev- ♦ 
er. l\n institution which receives a thrco year grant will not bl> permitted to receive 
a three or seven-year grant until its first giant has expired. 

QUSflTlON 0 -5 

The Administrations proposal provideti for the creation of a new "challenge 
grant" program. It is unclear if the Administration intended to restrict the uso of 
monies (at least the Federal portion) to the types of development outlined in Sec. 
:104. 

(u) C^uld an institution use the challenge giant mouoy for any devolopinoutal 
purpose they detorifuned? Should an institution be proljibiled from using tho chah 
lenge grants to create endowments? 

Section ;iO() of th(? Administration's pr^posotl Title III legislation dtatos that a 
Cballengo Grant is subject to the same roauiromenti^ applicable to other grants 
made under Title 111 ^except that tho Challenge Grant application must contain 
i*i form at ion regarding matching funds and— in the case of public Institutions— state 
agency comments). . 

Institutions which contribute to tjho educational resources of the nation and are 
struggling fo^' survival are often charjicterimi by inadequate endowments. Fund- 
raising activities to include endowments would be a dcisirable way to build economic 
stability and indejwndence at eligible institutions. The strengthening or creation of 
endowmonta, with appropriate safeguards is ono of the fundraising nctivitlos which 
could be HupjK)rted under tho oroppsod amendment to the legifllation Challenge 
Grant i^lvities would hn^ve (o no conHistont with the institution's comprohtmslve 
development plan. 

(b) Could a graduate school whoso underirrad\u\te institution is not otherwise 
oHgiblo to compete' for Title III awards be ongible to cOmj>oto for challenge grant 
money? * 

No graduate schools havo been designated developing institutions. Grants have 
been awardeil to institutions with griiauatc progiwns. Graduate schools would not 
Ih) eligible for Title III support where the undergraduate coniponeut of the institu- 
tion is not oligiblo to participate la tho program. 
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(c) Thort* 18 no maximum number of yoar under which an institution can compete 
for challongo grunt moniea. What is tho Adminiatration 8 objection to tying a limit 
of participation onto this section? ^ ' 

ChalWnge grunta arc eignificafttly different from othO^r awards because they ro- 
ijuiro m\ institution to contribute signiHcant umountB of its OAyn resouix^ee to the 
proposed activity. At least at the outset of tho challenge grant program, it is the 
Adniiniatrulion's [wition that as long as an institution submits proposals -which 
merit funding and as long as it is willing to contribute significant , sums to the 
projxwcd activity, a limit on participation is inappropriate, " 

QUESTION 7 

The puri_>o8e of the Advisory Council on Developing Institutions is. as outlined in 
the Administrution's proposal, to (U identify developing institutions and (2) assist 
the Secretary in establishing any criteria for making tpanU under this selection. 
These responsibilities do not differ significantly from those existing in the sUtuto. 

(a) If an institution's eligibility to compote for funds is to bo dot^rinined on a 
quantifiable scale, what purjwse does the Advisory Council sei*ve in determining 
and identif^^ing developing institutions? 

The Advisory Council's role in relation to the identifying developing institutions 
{8 to develop ov<jrall [.>olicies and procedures relative to eligibility. 

ih) How havt» the nine members pf the existing Advisory Council been selected? 
Has there been a sensitivity to assuring that all t^s of iitstitutions are equitably 
rcpn^sented? 

The nine member^ of the Advisory Council have been carefiilly selected to repre- 
sent as many of the constituencies of tho Tit'le III program as possible. Factors 
considen^d'in the selection of Council membors include geographic distribution, the 
tviH^ of institution which p candidate i^presonts and whether it is public or private, 
the race/ethnicity and sex of the candidate, and tho candidate's area of expertise! 
Kxtension ofToi-ts are made to assure balance among the various constituent groups 
and to obliiin adequate represenUition from each ffioup, Tho Council has an author- 
ized mombei^hip of nine persons Currently there are five appointed members 
including black. Hispanic and Native American meml>ors. bno of whom is a woman. 
These jwrsons represent public as jvell as private institutions, and Indian Tribal 
Association, a developing institution, and a member of tho management consulting 
field. In filling the four vacancies consideration will bo given to candidates from 
"developed"' institutions, community xollegos. females and those representing areas 
of the country no currently represeniod- 

(c) What specific nicommendations have tho Advisory Council made in r^^ference 
to »the proposed changes which the Administration has submitted? Has tho Advisory 
('ouncil revi^nved and commented on them? 

At the June meeting of the Advisory Council, tho major portion of-thc agenda was 
devoted to new program directions. Most of that discussion centered around views 
individual members liad with resi^ect to ne<^ded legislative changes. Sharpening the 
definition of a "developing college" and funding activities specifically related to the 
institutions' long ran^e plan, wore central themes. Their formal recommendations 
will be made as part of their annual refn^rt which will be released in Fall; 1979. 

QUESTION 8 

hi a recent press release, then-Secretary Califiino indiaUed that the Federal 
government is providing nearly $320 million per year to supiwrt black colleges and 
universities Could you please list tho forms of that aid and the programs from ' 
which it comes. (IVe^s rolensc'dated Juno 13, 1979). 

Table I list by program- the amount of funds awarded to Black institutions for 
fiscal year 1978 by the OfTico of Mucatiou- Tho categories of supi>ort include 
student assistance funds, resoai-ch and demonstration contract^/grantfi and funds 
for facilitio>8 and ofjuipment Thov ioi4x\(K\ approximately $205.8 milliart dollars. 
Table U gives a breakdown of the $320 million awarded by all HRW eomponentfl to 
Black^colleges and universities. 
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TABlE-1 ---FISCAI YEAR 1978 FUNDING 10 HISTORICALLY Bl^CK INSTITUljONS 



HwK pfOf urn 

fellowship abroad for docloral disscrlalioti roscarch in loroign language 
and oroa studies (13 4*11) , 

Research and demonstValion, fQf Ihe handicapped (13 443)* .. 

Early cdiicniion (or handtonj|iJ)e(l children (13 444) ' 

Modia services and aiplione<JJilm loan program (13 446) 

Personnel Iraming (of lhi> cddpalion o( Ihc handicapp^ (13 451) . . 

Slronglhcnmg developing instHutions (13 454) * 

College work study (13.463) , ^ 

Librarian (raining (13.468) * 

NriUenal dlrecl student loan program (13.469-470-471) 

Library research and denwnstralion ( 13,475) 

Student special scn/iavS (13 48?) 

Talent search (13.488) v 

•Teacher corps (13.489) 

Upward bound (13 49?) 

Vocalional education— curriculum (13.496J . ,> » 

Vocational education —program improvement projects (13.498) 

Vocaftonal education graduate leadership development awards; ( 13.503) 

tooporative etfucation programs (13.510) ' 

Environmental education (13. 522) 

Organizntions (13 529) ^ : 

Oesegrogalton assistance grants to nonprofit organizations (13.529) 

Desegregation assistance, special programj and projects (13.532) 

Right to read (13 533) ' . ^ 

Indian education— special programs and projects (13.535) 

^ Basic educational opportunity grants (13.539). ((iscal year 1977 data) . 

Educational opportunity centers (13.543) ' 

Ethnio heritage studios (13 549) 

Career education (13 554) 

education for the public service (13.555) 

University community servlq^special project (13.557) fr. 

Bilingual vocational training (13.558) 

Regional education programs Idi the handicapped (13 560) 

Metric education (13.561) * .* 

Gilted and talented children (13.562).. ' * , 

(^mmunily eilucation. program (13.563)....^ 

Consumer education (13.564) , . = . 

.Women's educational equity. (13 565) ' 

Domestic mining and mineral and mineral fuel cwiservation (ellowshlps 
(13.567) , 

Indian education (13.569) ..: 

Strengthening research library resources (13.576) : = . 

Vocational education certilotlon fellowship program (13.578) .. 

Graduate and professional opporlunilie^ program (13.580) 

Law school clHiical experience program (13.58'^) 

Bilingual vocational instructor tramihg. ,. .... . 

Vocational education contract program for Indian tribes and Indian 
organuations. 

Annual interest- graijl program 

Incentive grants for Slate student llnanclal assistance training (1| 582) .' 

Regional resource center (13=450) , 

College instructional eqyipmenl (13.518) ^ 

Veterans cost of iitstrucifon (13.540) . ' 

land grant colleges (2d Morrill Act) (13.453).,.^ ' - 



Jl,532,147 . 
' 8.467.039 
4.999.439 
1.911.426 . 
33.704.033 
119.^70.000 
428.090.674 

1.785.407 . 
308.304,157 
563.844 
43.014.144. 
5,p62.0l6 
15.555,049 
46.892.962 
116.875 
' 736.30? 
1.587.975 
14.865.510 
746.338 
1.451.174 
1,451.174 
1.015.989 
2.366.750 
1:278.663 
1.512.357.833 
1.456.274 
781.319 
1.358.899 
3.902.810 
1.739.3/3 
713.995 
797.059 
533.819 
293.231 
454.545 
1.088.860 
i.44 1.782 

4.433.800 
1.273.25?r 
3.034.333 
1.614.658 
3.230.940 
970.000 
498.306 

147.357 
28.733.844 
'55,969.61/ 
9.?50,000 
7.5OO;000 
23.75D.00Q 
2.700.000 



, Jll-S.OOO 
109,000 

53.027.854 
33.3?3.018 
" 162.748 
7.445,820. 




014.117 
099.7?? 
195.290 
8.14(j.4G7 



480.905 
50.222 



G?.901 



125.384,512 



96.595 
93,600 



46.782 
56.79?. 



208,913 



27.260 



61,215 ^ 
51.000-117.000 
95.190 



449.334 
1.142,-375 

17^.924 
'110.649 

451,775 
. 351,000 
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TAOlf-M -FISCAL YEAR 1978 FUNDING TO HISTORICALLY 6LACK INSTITUTIONS-Conllnued 

't Toiii o«iHti«» Tow mt^m 

„ . • (0 ail cx)0eft5 to hljtwfciJJy 

Umvorsily community sorvicos ( 13 491 ) 15.1150.000 GOi),000 

Tolal Office of Education funding 3.066,129.5/18 265,313.380 

' ' Awinb umjtf the slm>lh<njnj (J*vtkv«ng uwlilultto pfog»ar» ana Iw n\Mc than I yut $}ftt« Ihe nia^uoty oi th«M hblwfcjJIy Wack toners wiH 
ha« fweivitd m,aiiyea( jwa»<h (kw lo IwwJ year igflO. sm^pci (oc thL^ pfogran. a ujing wttngled flow fufxh r^Uw than ob«fti<J« TTw 
total fiscal year 19/8 oWigatw tof ihc itrtrtghtemng (>cvetof<ijg HuljlulKro p(ugfan> was $59,085.3?? 

Tnlde 2.-HFAV fuscal year J97H funding to black colleges and univenjicies—tdial 

obligation May 1979 

IlKW componofits: ' /n.fifiifioV 

Public Health Semce : $40,364,000 

Uilice ot Human Developmont Services.. 14 8G3 000 

National Institute of Ekiucation ! 193 000 

Assistant Secretary for Education 283!o00 

Social Security Administration 545*000 

Office of Education 266,814!000 

'^^^^ 821.552,000' 

Notes All flgui'co have boon rounded. 

QUESTION 9 

The Administrfftion 8 proposal suggests a new purpose under the Title IIJ pro- 
gram which ^would provide Federal support to institutions to improve (1) the aca^ 
dfmic quality. (2) institutional management, and (3) fiscal stability of the dovolopinir 
institution. ^ 

(a) What types of development activities would l>o allowed under this broad and 
general construction? What limitations and restriction^ (other than those listed in 
Sec. 308) would I>e specified? • 

The language winch the Administration ha« jproposeil for 'Htle 111 permits us to 
fund a broad range of development activities! Sec.* 804 specifies that the Secretary 
may award grants to assist m\ institution to plan, develop, or implement activities 
that promise to strengthen the institution's academic quality or institutional man- 
agenicnt or otherwise provide for institutional solf^ufTiciency and growth " Given 
this broad language, it would ha possible for uo to supiwrt a Wide range of activities 
as long as they strengthen the institution. The Administration proposiU would 
permit u8 to support such activities an the development of now academic programs, 
seminars and workshops for faculty, improved student counseling services, and 
projects to improve tlie management skills of administrators. We would not, howev- 
er, hind income F)roducing activities or facilities except under the challenge Krant 
authority. ^ 

(b) Wo arc entering a perioil pf declining enrollmentB. shrinking dollar luid 
u^f Institution demonstrate that it is improving its fiscal 

stability Whlit measure would be usOd to determine this? 

There are « number of ways in which an' institution may demonstrate that it is 
improving its fiscal stability. Among tliem nre: 

L Reduced deficit spending. ' 

2. Improved ability to maintain records. 

3. Increased endowment funds. 

4. Decreased reliance on Federal funds. 

5. Improvtxl planning capacity and information systems. 

In addition, an institution must demonstrate, in its application for 'Htle III funds, 
t^mt It IS taking st4>ps to improve its administrative capacity. An ilistitution receives 
extr^ Ipomts during the proposal evaluation process if it demonstrates that the 
pro|K)sed activities vnll "aontribute to the long term stability of the institution and 
overcome the circumstances that threaten survival" (Regulations, Sec. 169 53) The 
institution s regular progress reports on those funclod activities that are directed 
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toward hnproving Its fiscal stability should enable the f)rogram to evaluate the 
institution's progress 

(c) The Administratlcfn has recently begun to define the pix)gram's purpose as one 
to "strengthen" developing institutions, as opposed to the notion that an Institution 
would reach the mainstreafln of education" or a state of development. If the criteria 
are changed to target institutional aid dollars to those schools enrolling low-income 
students (favorably measured under the current regulations by a high number of 
Basic Educational Opportunity Grant recipients), c^ron't we tlieo rot leal ly talking 
about any,ii\Jjltution qualifying if they are able to ^fecrult a liigli enough number oT 
BEOO roclplOnts? r 

-Al8o» a' aovoloping institution must show roldtivoly low . Instructional .qjcenditures 
as well OS service to a subsUnCiwI j;>ercentago of low-Income studpnts. Institutions do ■ 
not (juartfy by the numlj>er of low-Income studentj? in their student body, but rather 
byjtho porcontago of the student body which is low-income. Thijs an institution with 
<ji large number of low-income students where that numboi Is a low percentage of 
the total student l>od^ would not qualify for Title III support, 

(d) What disincentive would there be for an institution to engage In recruitment 
activities to increase the number of low-income studt»nl«? 

The great^l disincentives to recruiting lai^ge numbers of low-income students are 
fiscal instability and bankruptcy. The tuition paid by the student bo<ly, pai^ticularly 
at low-cost institutions almost never meets the educational or administrative costs 
of an educational institution. The additional funds are normally provided throuoh 
public and private subsidies or thi-ougli endowments. It is certainly true that the 
120 million dollars sproad over three hundre<l institutions does not provide an 
incentive to attract additional low-tncomo students. 

* (e) As evidenced b;y^ the passage of the Middle Income Student Assist^ince Act last 
year, the Congiess is expanding tlio opportunities for higher education to middle- 
income students. What project<^d impact will this have on the determination of 
eligibility under the progjram, assuming that similar regvilations would he used _ 
' under the Administrations proposed changes to the statute as are in ofTect now?* 
Will more institutions qualify as "developing?" 

It is our belief that th^ Middle Income Student Assistance Act will have a 
negligible impact ujwn the Title III oligibility determination process. Basic Grant 
awards to middle-income students will bo on the tiverage, relatively small and 
should not slgnincantly affect the ratio of average Basic Grant award per full-time 
equivalent student. Since eligibility scores are ranked only within instJitutionul 
categories* the increase in total Basic Grant awards for each instltivU^n will prob- 
ably be -relatively coiuatant within each of the four instltutioiuil grou|>a (2-year/4- 
year and public/ private). 

QVJKfniON !0 

Other than providing a 50 percent mat^h for public institutions applying for 
challenge giants under the Administration's proposed IHtle III» the States are not - 
given a strong rolo Ih planning! 

(a) What should be the St4Xtc\»s rolo In planning for comprehensive iK>8tfiocondary 
education. Bpecltlcally as it relate to Title III? 

The State s rolo in planning for postsecondary education varies widely tunong the 
fifty states. Some states have strong rolatlonahlpo* with all Institutions of higher 
Oilucatioii within their borders, some by Itiw, restrict their activities to the state 
public Institutions. Some stato agencies seqk strong Involvement, others restrict 
their activities to comments only wbon request*^ It would be difficult to cent rue t a 
coiisislont statu clearance process which would not put fedefal objectives in conflict 
with state j>ol icy xxrxd procedure or without shiiXing the cost of application review 
process from the federal government to the state government. 

(1>) Should the States be able to conimont on the application for a Title III grant' 
award before It iA sent to the Office of fkluchtlon? What limitations should there be % 
on ihkf involvement in the 'Htle III program? 

Nothing in the present law or* proposiKl amendments would prohibit state com- 
ments on program applications. In specific instances regulations require that pro^ 
gnmi proposals bo consistent wit}) state policy or require state comment. The 
awards, however, are made to individual Institutions, both public and private, and it 
,l8 the responsibility of these Individual Instltvllons to administer and account for 
the Fe<ioral funds. 

V QUKSTION 11 

Many institutions that have participated in the Title 111 program In the past have 
been ruled ineligible to compete under thf existing and recently established regula- 
tions. The reason for this, in some instances, is that the mstitution is a branch 
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compus of a mi\)or Institution thot. In Itsolf, would not qualKV (tr Titlo III oBeiet- 
ftnjro ShouW tho law provide for ollglbilily of a branch campue whon Uiat branch is 
indopondont nnanciuUy Hrom tho main campus, piwidlng it ia othorwteo oligiblo k> 
conipot« for fXindd undor tho program? 

The law. m presently writton. clearly states that Titlo III can only Auid instilu-- 
tionn of higher education that moot certain accreditation r-oquiron^onta. Tho Offlco 
of Oenoral C^oun^ol has interpreted this as meaning that o branch campus must bo 
sufnciontly independent of tho main campus so that it could be considoi^ as a 
separate eligible institution In Its own right They advised that to demonstrate this 
mdependenco, the "branch campus" must, os a minimum, bo sopai*atoly accredited, 
must control lU own budget and poi-sonnel Actions in contrast to having such 
control In the main campus and that tho chief administrative officer must not 
report directly to an orflcial of another institution of higher education (such as the 
prcaidont, cliancoilor, or dean of another college or university). 

The Administrations proposed amendments to the HEA would sever the link 
between private accreditation and Institutional ellffiblllty for all Higher Education 
Act programs, mcludlng Title III. Thoi^foro wo would no longer check tho acci^ita- 
tlon atatu*^ of a branch campus. Undor thb Administration's pix>pose^l legislation a 
branch campus would normally be eligible for Title III if: (1) It has been licensed by 
U\p btatb. (2) It is mdependont vsrith i-egard'to flnancos and |>er8onnol actions, (H) its 
chief administrator i-eports to the gpvorning boai-d or to some state agency, i^ther 
than to an official of another college or univortjity and (4) It meets all other Title III 
eligibility reouiremonts. 

Section HOA addresses the limitations and Aanding restrictions for Titlo III grant 
awards. Several of tho traditionally black public institutions of higher education are 
located m SUitos that are now under court oixler {Adams v. Cali/ano) to disestablish 
their dual systems of higher ^oducation The court wos specific that In order to 
effecuvely complete this task within the ftvo-year period of time, the traditionally 
black mstitutions must be brought up to a level of educational quality equal to that 
of the predominantly white public institutions within the State. Each State under 
court oitler has filed a plan with the Omce for Civil Rights describing that State's 
pJan for desoffrogating their public institutions of higher visduoation. 

(a) Would there bo any ofcjection to changing Soc. 808(2) to road: 

"(2> For any activity in anv public institution of higher education located In a 
btat© winch IS under court order to disestablish Its duarayfttom of higher education 
that 18 not specified in the St^to plan for bringing that Institution into compliance 
withm the time fwriod ailott^ undor the court order. In tho event that the grantoo 
institution has complied on all polntii with the St-at^ plan for desegregation or in 
the case whore tho grantee is not located in a State which is under court order to 
desegixjgate. tho grantee may use*funds under the title for any designated purj^eo 
OB long as tho activity does not promote or enhance segregated eKlucationaf Activi- 
ties. 

The regulations for tho l^tlo III program, issued on March 30. 1879, provide 
language which nrohibil« the funding of pr-ogiams which support segregative activi- 
ty or which aro incon8i8t4>nt with State plans applicable to that institution Section 
I by . 4(c) providA)8 that: 

(c) Each developing institution, receiving a l^tle III grant shall assure that any 
activity funded under Title III will-not— 

(1) EsUblish. increase, or impede the oUminatlon of segregated attendance pat* 
terns at that institution, or p , * j 

(2) Be Inconsistent with a State plan applioablo to that institution. 

Wo beliovp that tho regulatory language whon rt^ad with tho proj)Otf<H:l legislative 
language Is adequate. It was doalgnod spociflc^illy to accommodate tho complexities 
ol mandate<i college dosogregntlon. The Administration s proposed language ie prof- 
orablo to tho language propo«o<l by Congiessman Buchanan (hereinaaer ''recom- 
mended huiguttge) for the roasons sot forth below. ^ 

The first clause of tho recommendod language (through tho first period) is narrow- 
er In »cop<^ than tho Administration language in that it applies (1) only to public 
institutions and (2) Only to Institutions In States aul^Joct to court order (undor 
Adams y Cahfano) to desegregate* a dual system of higher education. The Adminis- 
tration language could possibly nlTect private institutions and institutions out^iide 
Adams States. 

With rQspeot to those Institutions covered by the first clause of tho recommended 
lang\iaKe. however, tho effect of tho recommended language would be much broader 
than that of the Adminialratlon language. While Uie Administration language 
toibm only activities "lnoonslHt<int*\with a State plan for desegregation of higher 
e<lviCtttlon. tho rocon\mended language forbids tuiy activity not ''spocIntKl*' in a SUUe 
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jpUm forbrtnging an institution into complianco with a court orclor. Thus un Inetltu- 
tion sutjoot to tho rocommondcd lunguago could utjo Titlo III (Vinda only for activi- 
ties epoclflod in n court *Ordorcd dcsogrogution plan. 

(\)mmentH on the complete sentence of (he recomtrtendeJ ian^ua^e 

Tho rulo atixtod in tho comploto Bontonco of tho rocommondod languugo uppllos to 
two cUvs6c« ol inetltutiona 

Tho first typo of institution roforrod to is one which is covorod by tho clauBO 
discussod abovo but which **haB compUod on all |K)inta wlUi tho Stato plan for 
do<jetfrogution.'* This IttiVgUago ie unclear bocauBO it doos not specify who would 
docicfo whether such compliance htis been achieved 

The second tvoe of institution rotorned to is one which is oithor public or 
private and whicn is not located in an Adams State We do not see the lofidc of 
Including in this class only those private institutions which aro not in Adams 
Suto 

The rule statatKl in the complete sentorvce of tho recommended language also 
generates questions and concerns about: 
Tho moaning of ''anj' dosignuted purp<>se'*: 

The standard of wheUior an activity* ''does not promote or enhance 80giX)gated 
educational activities," (This standard seems nuich moi-e 3Ul:joctivo than the Aclmin- 
istrtttion language's standard of whether an Activity is ^^inconsistent with a State ' 
plan for desegregation of higher education applicable to such institution " Wo aiX) 
unsure how decisions would be mode under the retommonded standard.) 

Whether ''sofji-egoted educational activities" has a comiVionly undoretood meaning. 

The implications associated with legislative language discussing the absence of 
segregation rather than tho pi*omotion of desegregation. ' 

(b) What Is the Adnunistration s i-^action to mcluding the two now 8ul>eection0 
undor^Sec. 308; 

"(8)'for operational and maintenance or general expenses; or 

**iA) for such purposes other than those outlined in the annual plan for develop- 
ment ^^hich was submitted to the Ofl^co of Eklucation." 

Wo do not feel that it is necessary to add legislative language 3j>ecincally prohibit- 
ing the u8o of Title III funds 'Tor operational and maintenance or general ex- 
penses." Section 304 of tho Administration's legislation indicates that pianta aro 
made for activities, which have been described In an Institutional application ap- 
proved by the Secretary. Moiwvor» Section 305<bK2) of the proposed legislation 
states that Federal fuhds under Titlo III will supplement and in no (^asc supplant 
funds that wouldh' othei^vise be available to the Institution from other sources. 

We also feol that it is unnecessary to add legislative language statjng that Till*^ 
III funds cannot bo used for "pprposes other than those outlined in the * * * plan 
for dovelopmont which was aubmilted to the Olllce of Education." Soctioii 308 (bKD 
of the Administrations leg^lslative langviage .requires that each institution's applica 
tion for funds must sot lortli or de«cribe how it will develop a comprehenslvo ^ 
development plan . . . including mmsutrtble ol(je<:tive3 for tho institution and the 
• Secretary to use in monitorin'^ the effectiveness of activiti(:s under this title/' (Em 
phasis added.) This language ties tho^valuation of each activity's erfectlveness to 
the extent to which it helps to implement the institution's comprohenslvo develop- 
ment plan It is theixjfore highly Unlikely thai an activity would oven l)o considered 
lor funding unless it were consistcnl witfi the, institution's development plan. 

QUKflTION 13 

Deleted fi-om the Adminislrolion a proposal Ibr IHtle lU was tho provijsion that 
requirc<l an institution to be accre<lil.e<l by a nationally recognized accrediting 
agency or association How would tiie progiam be safeguarded from institutions 
particjpating wliich do not provide a (quality oducational program? Would the ab- 
scjnco of the Federal role m accrmiituiff necessitate greater State participation? 

Accreditation is only one of several statutory requirements that an institution 
must meet under ciirr(int law to establish thriwhold eligibility for Higher Education 
Act Programs Including IMtle III. In addition to being accredited, an institution also 
must be legally auihorizo<i by the statu in which it is located and mu^ft moot 
requirements related to tho fevel of progi am offerings aiid tho type of student 
admitted The Administration proposal dolotos the accreditation r^>qulreinent, but 
leuvoH the other threshold eligibility roouiremonts intact. 

Once an institution establishes threshold eligibility under the Hitfher Hlducatlon 
Act. li must then meet the flpooific eUgibnitv rtK|uiren>ontn lmi>osed by the Titlo III 
program We boliovo tjiat this two step eligibility process^ coupled with effective 
program .monitoring efrorts, will asguro wise use ol limited Title III funds. 
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In udditioh, wo bohovo that our proinwul olimiiuiling Federal r^jgulution of accTt^d- 
iting «Koncu.H will oncourugo each 8tato to trfko groator roaponalbilily for the 
ciou oducnlion -prunurlly tlm)Ugh ag/ooniontB with private ttccrx>ditlnK tigon- 

QlJKOTK)N 14 

The Adminmtrnlion rtwrrHOs tho sol aeido from tho exiatinff 7fl iwrcont to dogreo^ 
grnnting nmtitutiona, tufd in it^ plaCo suggooti) tliat not mort* than 24 iwrcont go to 
community cyllogco What \s tho pur|>o«v of this changt^? 

C'urnnU law MiwiMflea that 7G iH^rcont ^f tho ouma appropriat<^d for Titio III muy 
bii uaoTT only for nrntitutiono which plan to award ono or moro bachelor's dotfroee 
during tho Itindmg ytn\r 

The AdminiHlration a bill awKiHoH ihut not to exceed 24 percent of the oume 
appropriattKl for Tillo III will U> available to developing institutions that are Junior 
or ooniniunilv collegia and that the remanung appropriationo are availublo to 
uuiUtutiona (hat plan to award the bachelor's degree during tho funding year. 

The AdnuniHtnition'a proposed language carries an elometit of incroaaed noxibil- 
ity In praclKc, howcvej. the existing 70 24 percent funding split between baccalau- 
reate^ degree granting in«titution8 and community c^oUogeo is exp<^cted to ixjmain 
unohangcd I he purpose of the proposed language is to preserve the existing fixhcl 
mg rata) hach dm& of mstilulion would receive iVgroaU^r sum if the aulhorizaliou 

I tho . 
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lor tho program is incre^ujod aa recommended tho Administration proiHxeal. 
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Under the currtMil program and under the Administration s proposal, thoiX) is 
roferonco to the waivor for institutions located (1) on or near a^i Indian re90i*vati0n 
or n aubfit^uitm! population of Indians; and (2) to any institution which the Commis* 
siener determuioH la incroaaing the education opportunities for Indians and Ilispan 
iCH llnder the present prt>k'rum operation, funds haVo gone to institutions to oetab^ 
l!Hh Native American and insi>anic programs which, while they might at Hist 
glonce apiH^ar to substantially incrwise the higher educational opiwrtunitioe for 
Iwth group«, are not sensitive to the siwcial educational needs of these gi-ou|>e Is 
there any objection to making tlu> waivci contingent on establishing education need 
sensitive pn)graiiis for these two groups, m addition to increasing their educational 
opix>rtumtieH? 

This question ap|H>ai^ to blur the two issues of elitfihility to apply for Title III 
funding and tho actual awardjng of a Title III grantll^|rho waivor for institutions 
serving Native American and Hispanic students refers only to the eligibility process 
ARer tho institutions U^come eligible to apply, tlieir proiwscd projoctu aiN3 evaluat- 
ed, at leifst m part, on the basis of whetlior the pi-ograms are rosponsiLie to tho 
educational needs of those students. The Denartmont makes every oHorl to select 
Iield readers who aix* sensitive to tho ncede of Native American and Hispanic 
students. Ihese ret^ders ai-e employed to evaluate proposals from institutions which 
largo numbers of Hispanic and Native American students. Their reoonimenda 
tioiiH are consideiTd as part of the funding process. 

As part of Preaident ('artor's Black College Initiative. thoi-e is perceived to be a 
atop up in the Admmistriition's focus on ossiating the traditionally Black colleges, 
^ipccilically, how is tho Administration pi^i>osing to do this? Other than a policy of 
geneial suport. what sixjcinc steps have boon or will bo taken to ensure increased 
osaistance to the traditionally black colleges? ^ 

To increa^e^aaaistance to traditionally Black schools, MKW is focusing lis cITort^ 
on four speci He areas: Data collection and reporiing; grants and contract^a; specific 
program initiatives; and personnel Within these amis, OlTice of Education (OE) 
activiti(^ to date include: 

I>at(i rollt^ctum and reportirif^ 

A task force has been devoloi>ed to conduct an internal OE analyijis of funding to 
IMack schoolfl. Reports are pronared which list the awards to Black schools by ' 
piogiam and Individual instHutions OE will use this data to Identify programs in 
which Black college participation has boon inadequate. Based on lh6 initial rosulU* 
01 these analyses, all OE Bureaus Imve initiated remedial actions, as described 
b<jlow: 
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Grants and contrxicta 

A task fofco hm boon aot up which* la coixjunotlon with Iho Buroc^ufi, Is attompt- 
Ing to oliminate pi'obloms that Black collegos faco In competing for grants and 
contracts A stong ou\phft9l8 has boon plocod on tochnicol asofetanco ,actlvltle9. 
(Rofor to ro8i)On80 No. 

Specific program imtiatit^s 

OK Bureaus havo boon inatructod to Intonsiry ofTorta to incrooso Black coUogo 
(Vinding in tholr various progranifi. Earlv I'csultfl of those offorts include: 

Tho funding of six Black coHegee under a ]aint ogroomont botwoon tho Bureau of 
Occu|>ational and Adult Education (BOAEJ and tho OlTlco of Youth PrograrA&, 
Dopartmont of Labor (OYP/DL). Tho funds* totaling $1 mUIion for fiflcol yoar 1979. 
ai*o aimed at reducing tho attrition rate 

The lYinding.of *'Upward-Bound" typo pr<](ioct«^ at threo Black in8titutioa8= BOAE» 
along with tho Bureau 6f Higher and Continuing Education (BHCE) and OVP/DL 
have ttwoi-dod $(>82»000 for thoso prqjocts. «. ^ 

Tho award of a total of $90,000 to four Black inatiiutionB for tho puri>080 of 
Oflsesalng tho utility of Indu8try*Education-Labor action. 

A commitmont to incrooao Black coUcgo finding hi^throo program compOnonU? of 
\ho Bureau for tho Handtcapi>ed in fiscal year 1981. » 

Pi^rsonnel preparation 

An HEW Personnel Preparation Task Foixro Is now considering pix>posed activities 
to incretiflo Dopartmontal employment of Bkick college students and faculty mom- 
bors. Such pix)poeals include: 5 

Tho development of a •recrultmofet plan -in accordance with the Civil Soi-vico 
Iloform Act of 1978 and E<iual EobuOonal Orwrtunity and OHlco of Personnel 
Management regiilationB, ^^Sv^ 

The estubiishmont of a Black college stuay*^gtvupwhich would develop proposals 
to'improve recruitment frOm Black institutions; ana^ 

The exploration of ways to increase tlio participajlion of Black col logo faculty 
members ni Intorgovornmental Personnel Aj|Signmoiy!e (IPA). 

QUESTION 17 

The Administration's proposal suggests that an institution can apply for presum- 
ably sniali planning grafts (Administration prograir\ notes lndjcal^^(Jn©-year) 

(a) What constitutes a '^smalT ^Ant.-^ ^.^^r^ 

Grants witJ^ln tho range of 25-35 Uioueand dollai-s w«f?roD0 considered small 
grahlfl. 

(b) Why should tho Federal go\ornmont fXind inetitutions for planning for develop 
ment? Shouldn't a sch^l knqj^ what ways it needs t>o develop instead ol the Fodei ol 
government allowing litwito<l resources to assist in planning? 

Institutions were pornuttod, prior to 1973, to submit applications for Title ill 
funding without a long range plan for institutional dGvelopmeiil. Monitoring and 
site visits to the institution indicated^hat Uie mtyority of Uio funde<l activities were 
not related to an institutional mission stat^sment or goals. 

Pi'osontly, all developing institutions are required by regulation to submit inatitu- 
lioilal plans, the Administration's reauthorization proposal makes this n utatutoiy 
r^uiromont. Our proposed legislation requires each Title III application to "set 
forth or describe how it will develop, a coinprohonsivo development 
plan . including measurable objectives for tho institution iukI tho Socrota?y .to 
use in monitoring flic orfectiv<;jnoes of activities under this tit,le." 

Many of the developing inatltutlons already have devised such plans, and will not 
nood t^ request tVindslfor this purpose. However^ other developing hiotltutions have 
neither the professional nor tho financial rosourcos nocessury to develop a compre- 
hensive long range plan. For this rtniHOn, modest sums are award^^u to enable 
institutions to purchase tho services of consultants or to provide released time for 
faculty to dovolop the long range plan. ^ 

QUKSTlON 18 

2 

The Adminiatrat ion's proposal delo'toft reference to using grant monies for oithor 
the Professor Emeritus or ^fational Toaclung Fellowship programs. » 

(a) Cc>uld an institution, if it detorniines it could be strengthened by such, est^ab- 
lish its own professor emeritus or teaching folbwship program? 

An institution could submit hi it« application a request for it« own Professor 
Emeritus or Teaching Fellowship Program. 
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(b) If HO. tho law is oxpliou on tho innxlinuni annual «tijH>n<l iw Individual for 
oUhor proj^ranv Would the OfHco of Ikluoation oxiwl to oHtubliiili coilingH for tliio 
tyjK^ of sorvico? If m). biimnl on what'/^ 

Tht» oxiatinK law apt^ciHea n maximum nnnuai oliix>nd for tlu> National Teaching 
rt»llow8hii)M only. U\ tho Administration pro|H)8al, no utatutory auJinK i» aot but a 
coding would sot by ro«:uUuioi\ 

Tho ooihng would b<> bi\«od \^\Hyn natioiud euhiry avoragoa an woll {W on tlio 
oxmtinK salary wcale at the iimtUution in order to i^Uibliah equitable ntiponde If 
additional tUndu were needtnl to bring an individual to tho aim[>uH the inotitution 
would he oxjH'^ted to add* ita own fundy to the stipend 

(a) Under the prt»aent progrnm. an in$titutian rxwivin^? a Title III grant io 
rtHiuiatd to (lie an annual profire«ii report. Should thert^ Ihj an additional subsection 
added to Section .W) BixJcifymK that uny institution that diw^ not cx)mply with 
proKram and fiBcal re|K)rtinK re<iuirenumtii to the satiafaction of the BocroUxry would 
have fUndH cut-off. and would bi» ineUgible to comiHao under tho proKrom? 

There m authority to tormintte or suaixjnd participation in Title III for cause in 
.SiHHion lOOa 4^)5 of tho cunvnt OH (General Proviaiona. (There will also be a aimilur 
pn)viaion m the KIXJAR orovisiona ) In addition. Section 4;Mc of tho CJoneral Educa- 
tion I^rovisiona Act {20 VSC 1282dc)r allowa the Commisaionor to terminate or 
auainrnd lundiixg under a jjrunl if the Krantee fnila to subaUmtially comply with tho 
apphcable ruUM? The Commiasioner must, however, afTord the grantee notice and 
opiH>rt unity for a hearing We feel that thuae provisions aix'^ adeiiuotc to ensure 
grantee compliance with pmgram reporting riKiuiiement^j. 

ih) The (lenoral Accounting (XTice indicated that there was little or no 01$ follow^ 
up on rei>orts submitted by institutions. How will the chirified pur[>OBe and new 
ehi^ibility criteria help OK evaluate the quality of development institutions report' 

I roRram otfoctiveneas is evniuated by institutional progress towai^ meeting insti- 
tutional objectives and the program objectives. Clearer articulation of program 
purpnat*^ and objectives help make evaluation of institutional proLrress easier and 
more effective hi addition, we have implemented a managomont information sys- 
tem which will facdiUite tho close monitoring of an .vjifetitution's compliance with its 
developmeul plan and ita progress in meeting the ffoals it set for ita own develoi>- 
meat 

(ct Will this free OK to conduct more site visits? 

We exjHTt that the new eligibility criteria will have no impact on the number of 
aite vi.s!t«. 

(U'KSTION '20 

There is no penalty for misuse of funds. Would there be any objection to including 
a «wtion that Sfx^cifies that any institution misusing funds or scr vices under this act 
would be ineligible to receive additional payment and would be unable to compote 
lor grants under this title in future years? 

A*^^' authority to terminate or suspend program participation for cause in tlie 
t)h tteneral I roviaions and the (Umoral Education Provisions act iSi^o response 
numl>er !<)). We feel these ^jroviaions provide adequate incentive for graal^oe compli^ 
hnce with prograin angulations and offer us greater noxibililv in nr^giam adminis- 
tration than a section which would terminate the grantee s 'eligibility to compote 



(JUKSTION 21 



(a) U the community college set-aside (as proposed by the Administration) wore 
elimmated. and all institutions com|)eted equally for the toUil pot of money how 
would the eligibility criteria (especially tho doublo-weighting of the DEOG award) 
allect the comniumty colleges who enroll significant numbers of part-time studont«'^ 
How do<^8 the current proposal aHoct tho eUgibilily of community colleges vis a vis 
lour-year institutions regarding the half cost limitation foi; the ^Basic Kducotionol 
Uj^mortunity Ch ant? 

' rh^* percent sot oside does r^ot inHuonce eligibility— only the distribution of 
funds, bince community colleges hie judged relative to other community coUcgos in 
delernumng eligibility, neither the BEOG half-cost piwisibn nor the onrollment of 
part-t^nie atudent,s should affect an institution's chances of being eligible. 

(b) If there was no sot-aside in tho law. how would the criteria have to bo chimged 
to ensure equitable competition by^all typos of institutions? 

The method for determining eligibility and tho criteria under the current regula 
Hons, which arc renectodMn the Administration's legislative proposal, assure equita^ 
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bU» tmitnuMU (or two yoar inatitutionB wialiluH to bt* duaigimlod tm dovoloping 
inutitutiona It thoro won* i\o sol tuJido. tho funding critcrio not out in Iho now Title 
HI roKulnlionH whould juiauro (xiuaabio troutniont. 



Tlio IVpurlnumt of Ihmlth^ Education and WoHaro. aca)rdinH l<> Oio nroew rolotiBO 
dattnl Juno KJ. n)7!)» will Ixj nroviding inforniation to Ulmk c^Uogow and univoraitioa 
to aiunst thorn hi auolyinK for grunts and cojntracU from HKW'u *'moro than 400 
dlatnot |irt)i3:raniH " MoaflO doBcnoe the naturo of Ihiu information and how this will 
bo dolivorod. Will thia technical xtBsiBtanco come at tho inBtitution's miuoet? 

In a January 17. 1075) Dlroctivo, Pix^tjidont Oixrtor called for tho oliminntion of 
barriors thai lUack collofjos fuco in comjKJtinfj for Fodoral giantfl and contracta. The 
OnVo of Kducalion hau inatitutod tho following actiona to expand tho opiK)rtunilic*a 
of Black collogi^u to rocoivo Fodoral uaaiat^inco. 

Wo aro conducting an nUornal analysis of OE (Vmding to dotormino why sixjclflc 
nrojKWala from Black, institutiona woro not rocommondod for aaoislanco. On tho 
baaui of that ai^alyais. wo are provicbng tochnicxii asaiat^xnco to holp improve tho 
quality of pro pofla la ^ 

All OiO ouroautf aro eponaoring t^^hnical aasiatanco workahojHJ to inform Black 
col logo admin istratora of Kodoral progrnma. S|)<5cial attention is given to inatltution- 
al ropr^^aontativoa who aro rt^ponaiblo for contract and grant proposal writing. 
Technical aeuiatance activitioa ofiorod thua for include: 

On 1 ebruary H» 1971) tho Bureau of Occupational and Adult Itlducatlon (BOAE) 
^iiold a workijhop for 30 Black instituliono. The attendees exchanged views on how to 
Incn^uHO accesa to BOAK programs, particularly in thoee areas whore funding' to 
B^ack 8ch(H>lH hxuH been nunin\al. 

On July 27 and August 7-10, 1979. the Buix)au of Elementary and Secondary 
^kWu:ation JLB^v^>K^ sponsored workohope'' for Black colleges. Thoae administrators 
whoi^Ontracty^^nt propoaals had been rejected for fiscal year 1979 funding under 
(^HA-|[V wore given technical assistance in proposal writing, 

July 1979. Ihq Bun&au of Higher and Continuing Education (BHCE) awarded a 
to-Antioch (/ollege to provide technical aesiatanco to Black institution^ com- 
for a gpatil under the Cwi>crative Education F*rogram. As a result of the 
kiL^w^Jjlatanco given to Toxtfs Southern University, the school was awarded an 
International Studios Cantor grant. Further BllCE has set a fiscal year 1980 goal of 
inci easing by ^i-f) schools iho number of Black institutions which, with tccnnicnl 
assistance^ will receive international Studios Center grants. 

Tho Buioau of Education for the nandicapi>ed iBEH) has provided technical 
aaaiatance grants in tho areas of personnel preparation, general^ proposal writing 
and miplomont^tion and proposal-vvritinR in tho s|H^cific area of Early Childhood 
Education. BEII htu\ also oetablishcd a clearinghouse which is working within tho 
comi>etitivo process to awai'd several researchj^ contracta to Black colleges. Mo«t 
recently, ihu Bureau has been preparing for a pro-proposal technical assistafice 
workshop in Atlanta, (^eoi-gm More than 100 Black colleges are oxi>eclod to attend 
this meeting on August 26 

OE Bureaus are making s|>ecial efforts to mail their application packages to those 
institutions idontifiod by the National Advisory Committee on Black Higher Educji 
lion and Black Colleges and Univoreities- 

An initial review of Departmental progiams has revealed that the gi-oate^t 
amount of support to blacK colleges has Wen indirect supfwrt in the form of 
financial assistance to students. Wo ho|)e that tho increased flow of information and 
technical assistance will assist black colleges to participate more fujly in a wider 
variety of tho depm tment's progranm * 

^JUESTION 23 

If the educational and general expense per full time emiivalent student w^»ro to bo 
a factot used to determine eligibility* what cost^ could be included in thati^ Would 
you include debt so ice as an oxfx^nse. particularly in the cose of piiblic Instltiy^. 
tions? What would tlie effects be il E&G exiK^nsod were not rcgionalixod to comixmf 
sate for difference in costs across the country? ' * . ^v- 

Educational and general oxpondlturcs per full-time equivalent student usO<l as a 
factor t^^determine eligibility for the Title 111 Developing Institutions Program is 
CalculatecMjy dividing total educational and Roneral expenditures and mandatory 
transfers Wrom lino 12. part B of the HEGKS financial survey form) by iulMlmc 
equivalent! nrolhuont. Total educational and general expenditures and mandatory 
transfers if tiie sum of the following current fm^ds expenditures: instruction, re- 
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soiiich, public (»<liuuUgnMl iwui «vn<*ru! inaiuiatorY tnuvafora A dofuution of one h of 
tluw* itcnm iH provided on tho lll^.JlS njuuicml uurvov form whicli lu nttnchod in 

iK»bt Horvico iH inoludtwl in b:&U' ox!H>!idi(uroH m nn oducntional and goncrol 
iiiiuidatorY traiuifor in tho form of dobt iiorvico rolatmK to aaidomic buildinK^i 

llio OHico t)l KduciUiori Htudiod t!\o iKmuibility of roKionnlizing VAO oxiH>tuli(urofl 
(t» roinpMiM«(o lor dilToivncod in amt« ncrtum tho country but found i\u\t futubunon 
(n! problomH oxuittul \wtb tho uho of tht^o atijimtmonUj/ Tho Consumor Prico !ndox 
K I U watt Htiuhod but \^hi^ found to.havo no rolovance im an acro»H rof?lon nioauurt^ of 
coHt ol Iivniff Hinco U la 4oinK»u*^l to nu^auuro prioo difforonci*^ ovor tian» Tho Uuroau 
of Labor StaliHticH Urbah Family Budgot for S<>!cHtod Urban Aroaa rolatco ordy to 
Holortod nrba^i Mroa«, not all urban aroaa and not non-urbun aroau Furthormoro, 
the houahold budK'ot data do not accuratoly |>ortray tho cofll of opornting an oduca- 
tional in«titutu)n KoKnonal indoxoH and budgolii do not Uiko into account difforoncoa 
botwoon aroafi wUfun roKions, for oxampio botwooii Now York Oity and upatato Now 
York U alHo w not doar that faculty salaritHj, (ho larKoat part of E&G oxpondituroa. 
woidd bo hj^(hor in all high-cpst arofus or lowor \u low-co^t arotus 

MonH)vc»t. It la bocanao of iJiose a^nional coet varmtioris that tho program wao 
croatod to corrocl thia nnbalaruM* RogionitnalizinK EMI ox|KJUditureB using one of 
|ho oxiHtmK adjurttmontii would only fiirlhor diatort KSid oxp^ndituix-a within an 
botvyoon rogions. ThuH. noithor Stato nor regional adjuatmonts aro or tjhould b 
uMod ' - 

Und<«r tho profxmod program, an mstit^ution would submit its plan for compiohon- 
Hivo d<>volopnHMjt Who iM to ntoimuro what ia dovoloiwd and whethor or not tho 
infUitntion w maknxg progroas > 1h it a 'good faith ofTort'* on tho part of tho 
inHtitution';* 

'Kho AdmuuHlralitWi N proposed logialalion aoocifiOH that the roquirod comprohen- 
Hivo dovolopmont pbm mont mcludo moaaurablo objoctivos for tho institution and 
Socrohiry to iiHo nx monitoring tho effoctivenoBfl of iictivitios. The pro|>08od logiaja- 
^*-V.' ^"'"r IV' ""^^^^'^^^'^ "^^^ apphcanta to yot forth tho iwlicioa and procodurofl that 

wdl b<* followed in ihw evaluation procomi 

Any activity funded under tho program mu!4 bo consiatent witlr+ho goals, objoc- 
t|vo«. and dovolopnient Htrategie« outlined in the iaatitution 8 plan and iwrmitlod by 
tho legmlation Tho OfHco of Education will evaluate institutional performance in 
tornuH of tho sucoohh of fundcnl activities in meeting tho measurable objoctivos 
Hpocuiod m the development plan 

qUKSTION 25 

jiu The Federal govornmont has never estiibltshod a uniform w^ay for determining 
liilltimo oqmvnleAt student count . The National Cent^^r for Educfition Slatistibs 
cpjahfioH lhal the I^TK counts m the Higher Educiition General Information Survoy 
are not uniforndy^ conqnited In the proposed changotJ. how would the Omce of 
Kduration deterinme to verify "full-time equivalent" student Coun?:^ 

Our current practice Ib to allow the msiaution to use a method that they routine 
Iv UHo for other puri)osoy or to use tho sum of all part-time credit hours divided bv 
the normal lull tnnQ load to determine FVE of nnrt time students or by assigning 
Iractional values to all part-time ytudontu. VoriHoation would center around thoir 
conflustent use o( one or tho other of these methods 

(b> Would there be a standard formula in tho statute? 

Wo would MQi iiuggofit a legislatively mandated standard The bonefitfl to be 
derived from Hixh standardiziUion would not outwoigl\ the negative appearance of 
unwarranted Federal intrusion mio longstxmding and Varied practices followed in 
the iielq^. 

Wouldn't comparing the educational and general expense per lYill-timo student 1>e 
niOMuikible il privates iiro compared to publics whQ enjoy o good ycol of Stat^ 
Hubmdv.^ How wdl this con^parison bo equitably computed? 

Public and privattK institutions are not compared in detcnnining the eclucational 
or general oxpense-per f\ill time student Public twovoar institutions are compared 
with other public two year inatifutions Private two-year, public foin-year and pri- 
vate four-year institutions aro compared only with institutions of tho snnio degree 
level and typo ol control 
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Should Inatitutjona funded ^)rtmunly by the Kodoral govornmenl li>o chgibie to 
comjK)to for Tith> III funda? d o. Uuivorsity of t.Ho Diutrict of C'olumbiw, Flowufd 
University, olc ) 

Howard Uiiivoraily dot*« not qualify tvo a dovoloping inatitution and htXB novor 
imrtici|)ntod in tho Title III nrot^nim Specific cnmpuHOU of tho University of tho 
I)i8trict ofColumbui havo quulinod for supiK>rt buaod upon proffrunni critolia. Inetitu- 
tiouH qualify for HUpi>ort boused upon whotnor or not tnoir protfrnniQ and objoctivee 
art* Conamtont with tho pur|x>ttea of the logislotion, not u^wn funding source. This 
iipiworo to bo tho appropriate niothod of uolocting the partacipanta for the program. 

In the rationale for change of tho definitional pur|)oao (Api>endix to the Adminis- 
tration'y tOHtiniony nresentod to the aubconi^rrtittee on July 19, 1970) tho Statement 
rtnui: 'Tho proiKxiea language (re: jpuriwse) would oliininate conflision and direct 
funds to tho noedieat institutions. ' It is unclear whether the Administration's 
projxwal is tieing Titlt> III grants to institutional^r student need. C^uld you please 
olnbomte? 

A longstanding jand cH>ntinuing problem in tho Title III program has been tho 
identificatioa of ihoee institutions to Ix^ served by the Federal progtam Since its 
inooption, the moaning of such terms as *'developmg" has been debated on nunier- 
oiia (Kx asions by numerous ijfoui>s. The now regulations att^snipt to ciixrumgcribe tho 
universe to Ik" aorvod by uamg two quantitativo criteria: |>ointi) are awaixled to the 
inatitution il) for its nvoruge educational and general expenditures per full time 
oquivalont student in comparison to the VAG exixMiditures in its category, and'(2) 
for ila avorago Basic Educational Opportunity Grant award per full-time ec^uivalent 
ufftiorgraduato student in comparison to the avorago Basic (Jrant award lor other 
iit^titut ions in I category 

Tho former is not a student body characteristic, but rather an institutional one, 
insofar as it n>etxsuros tho resources a\^ailable to a college to expend for critical 
Htudont charactoriat^tj, but also add rttsses tho fi^ndamontiil mission of the institu- 
tion, in that it idontifK^, to feome degree, the kmd of student body the col lego ie 
prjt-'sontly sorving Institutions which S(>rve substantial numbora of economically or 
o<lucationally doprivod students often must provide compensatory instruction and 
counseling 8er\'ices to encourage ? etention These special programs, in •order to be 
offoclivo, muHt l)o tailored to individual student needs, and thUs increase the in- 
structional costs for these already ^vorburdencd institutions. 

QUKSTION 29 ^ 

Under tho Administration's projK>sed language, an institution would have ix) give 
a comprt^hensive development plan that would show spec i Heal ly how it plane to 
develop. Under the current progiarh oi>eration. it is believed that many schools are 
now using their Title III money lor oi>eration and maintenance expenses. I low 
would thiy language prohibit tho continuation of such use? 

Tile comprenonsivo development plan recjuirement is designed to put in the 
proper contoxt planned activities which will strengthen the developing college. 
Under both existing law and the administration's profwsed legislation,, Title III 
aasista nee must aupplemen't, not supplant, current operating revenues necesaaiy to 
cover exiK^ndituies K>r specific oi>ei ational activitic*a that will enhance tho quality of 
that institutioiK Assessment of institutional progress, eitl^r internal or external, ^ 
will be nioasurod against the developmental needs ox pressed in the comprohensivo 
development plan, ' ' 

These changes in the Title 111 legislation require the institution to accept respon- 
sibility for determining \is own needs, for deciding how long funding is necoflsaiy 
(witliin the statutory limits), and for developing measureable objectives for lis own 
performance. Field readers and pix)grani staff can then evaluate how well tlio 
mstitution's proposal addresses its self identified needs and whether the proposed 
development activities are consistent with thc« purjjbses of the Title III pi'ogram. 

QUESTION 31 

The gratit awards process for fiscal year 1979 grants has beeit delayed well beyond. 
l})o anticipated Juncv !U) date foi announcement Have the delays. been caused in 
part from difficulties in program operation resulting from tho program changes 
established in the new rogiilations? Please elaborate 
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Tho origi^iul tti^lection of Juno :tO im tho anticipttlod dato of nnuouncoment of 

m«nt Zfh, J .i^ " primary rottBon for Iho doW in tho gnmls ixUi^a announco- 
no It w ,« tho d*H;i8ion to ,x.rniil nny matilution which had rt)ccivcd a Titlo III Rrrtnt 
n hm«l vour 1!)7H to Buhn.it an application, irroapotivo of .t« ability t« meet tS 

urn of*'lh, "■"'7 ^'^'l "'■P"^"'-- <^""'"»*'"' after tho pubJiS, 

tioh o th«. pn,(K3««d ro«uU.lion8 in Novon.bor, WlH. nect^s^.tated roopenfng thu 
oonMHvt.tion a \«r tho m.tu.) noi of pro,K>HulB hud been ovaluatod. In o^^ allovv 
(hm. inHtUut.ons aurnclent tune to aubmit applicol.ons. tho now clSg dat^ fo^ 
rm>,v,nK apphcntHm was set «t Anr.l JJO. Um. Vho second sot of eviU^ations hnd to 

Sur;:.tLr3r.^b.?:d.ur'"'^^ - 



litlEHTlON 3S 



.l,l"r!hV*'/' P'-o^t^s" ^vero mst.tutionB that were deemed 

.1 K.bl<. by nature of the.r rem h.nK the minin.un, 174.,H,inl cut-o(T evaluated on an 

m^'i'han olh;;^"" ""'''^"''«- ^'-•"fyinB 

When a.. niHtitut.on roqueotii des.Knat.on ,m a developing institution, it is award- 
ed a rertam nun.bt-r of ^.omt^ basea upon ita average E&O ox,>enditur08 per S 
tni.> ..<iuival(...t student Th.s Hcore .« used only in the eligihUity procoM Once an 
mH,..tm,oa m de< l«rod el^ribl. to «.m^H,te for funda. ,t. ,>roV.««l .sTaZted 'vith 
out rt-foronce to .Ls ol,«.hil,ty a.ore Thu8. no instifut.'on receivcn priorit/in tho 
pro,)«,.Mal evaluation pnK-ee« by virlure of a high eligibility scor... 
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Ihe new roKAjlat.onH for implementing the T.tlojll program provide u method 
wh. rohy .nHlitutions hat were ruled mpriKible t.o com,xHo could submit n narrnti^ 
^Vn the^; thoy should be determined to U« a dovoloping insriUU bn 

Were the.e any hiHtitutions submitting such a narrative? What determinations were 
made in thuae n,HH-.f,c cmje«? Who maJe those determinations" ^^<>'« 

In (he (iscal year 15)7i) com[>etition. 2M0 institutions failed to roach tho 174 point 
eligib.l. y score and „ubnntted narrative descriptions to support theiV requesr oi 
deaignntion as devebpmg mstitntions Of thopAu) institulC 199 weirdecla 'od 
e .glide o compete Tor fundmg. Of the HI i.^.Hutions which were declared ineligl 

^;:nit^;;s^z±r'^''''''' --^"'-^ ^ 

A conim.ttee coin|>oeed of sij^ senior program sUifT of the Division of Institutional 
insTun .o:'«";.\?''. '^-^^ -'^-■-'^^o. Mued by the institutions and detern S 
emh .n«t Uu on 8 dcH-elopin^ status For each of the ;!I institutions that wer\, de- 
clared to iH^ not developing!^- tho decision of tho committoo was unnnimons. 



In what ways has tho AdministrnLion Uken caution to piotect Hispanic and 
Native Amor.cans intrests under ihe tRIo 111 program? Although tho NatiCAmer 

U 'lll^U. r \',u,^.^ln"^ ''^'""'"^''f' community colU,ages. Mifpanic inU^rest^ seen, 
to be lea out of cons deration under tho proiwsed program because thoio are no 
prodoniinuntly Hispanic institutions . ' ^ .iui« ui<, no 

Wniiv' ^l"'"^" ."'" Education has paid special attention to the intoreetfl of Hispnnics 
t^i TUI? nT profrn^^ " -"^^ adminislraC of 

Si>6cm\ consideration for Hispnmce and Native Americans m mandated in the 
mt a legislation of IDf.f, which authori,*s the Commisaionor to waive coi tain 
accreditation retjuirement for institutions located on Indian reservations or hSc 
serving subsUnlml popualtions of Native Americans or Hispnnics 

Ihe current regulations clearly address tho noeds of those institutions which 
enroll largo numbers of low Income studenla. This pur,K)ae is evident in Iho^um l 
lative criterm for designation as a aeveloping institution. Titlo III eupixTt can S y 
be directed to ins itut.cms with hifjh concentrations of disadvgntS bl«"kTnd 
Native American studonta The distribution of Hispanic students, among institutions 
of higher education, however diffei-g significantly Uni the distributio of iK 3 
Native Anurjicnh students. There are very few institutions of 1 gher educatio 
oaUblmhed for and conlro led by the Hispanic community. L^ausrVtle Til 

tT^il" Pr'"' W'^'^ and not' sp^Krific groups of slu 

denUs within the stuaont population, it is an inelficient in8ti urnent*roi providing aki 
to siH-cilic giouiw o( students whore Uiosc students are not lt> the major ty 



238 



Tht* TRIO progrnnitt of Tulo IV of lligHor I^xluoation Act, by contrast, arc 
(loaignod to roacli Biwiflc groups of diaadvaiitagod atuch^nts rathor than to provide 
broad institutional wupport As long (kS tho capacity to rf»ach ajwcinc gryujw of 
Htudonta in found ola^^whore within tno IIEA, it m appri)priato to maii^taln tlio 
uiHtitutional foi ufl of Title 111 

Wo will continuo, whoro jKwwible. to luasuro that 'I'ltlo 111 addraasos thQ noode of 
Hispanic «tudcntH im well aa other Bludont^. hi the selection and naaigniuont of 
roviewtM'rt of applicationa. the rcpreeontation of minority j^roups 1)1 taken into coijiuid- 
«»ration In tlu^ flHcal your n)7^J review procosa, applicationa wor^ reviewed by three 
oxtornal reviewt^ra. two #f t h t?twi, th rtH» rt,>vunverH ropreHented ^he aanie (>thnic/racinl 
«roup ofl the applicant institution Siriular procedonm wore followed in previous 
yenrb 

The bonoHt of the pr\)^rrur7i to HiHpanicti in particular haw boon dcK'unientod in 
fltudy condui''led in^ n)78 by the OfTico of the (\)mini8Hioner. It concluded thai 
lli^panicn pnd Hispanic mntitutions havo not boeii underroprosonted in'lhe dovoloi)- 
ing inntitutionu progroni This is so in spit^^ of the fact that only 54 H% of the 
!ii:!I)anu* inatituliunH had apptiod during the period studied, li)7l -li)77.» 

In re8{K>n8(' to thia situation the paper proniiscfd imnnodiate action to (a) work 
with lo<.*a! and national Hispanic organ izatiooH lx> injure that information about 
Title III j)artu'ipation roaches their eligible inembor8» and (b) improve i^c^hnical 
atifliatance activities ho that interested institutiofis will have thx) best help available 
nv developing proix>.sa)s. The Ofllce of Kducation. ha» met this commitment by stich 
activitiea aju holding workshopa and heuringe at Io<.'ation8 particularly accessible to 
repri^aeatatives tif Ilispaihc institutions In l^cember H)7H ai>plication workshops 
and public hearing!? on prt)|><>Hed program regulations were held at El PaaO Corhnru- 
nity ( ollege and at Hostos Community C'ollego in New. York City. In September of 
l\)7U an applic<ition workjihop and 's^ite visits to Hispanic mstitutions will be conduct- 
ed in Puerto Rico 

In their comments on the projwsed regulntions for the Title III program, the 
National Advigor>^ C^)uncil on Women's Educational Ihograms reo^mmendcd that 
priority for funding be given to those institutions which show s^KJCial efforts to 
'"overcame the historical disadvanUigo suffered by women in American education. 
What objection would the Adniinistration have to incorporating this lecommenda 
tion into the projjram's purjwse 

The program regulations and program purj)O80 focus on those institutions which 
provide op4>ortunity to disadvantaged students To the degree that women are 
disadvantaged, the progr am is diix^ctcd toward institutions which provide access and 
oi)|H)rtunily to them A signillcant numb*r of the institutions funded under Title III. 
particularly the historically black institutions have traditionally had a highei fe- 
male enrollment than male enrollment. Therefore, institutions which have piovided 
an unusual degree of access for woa^er] have a substxmtial and conti-nuing claim 
u|)on the resources ot the program. This program focus will be retained so tnat the 
needs of women will continue to be addressed as long as they are overrepresonted in 
institutions with high concent rat ior\^ of low-incUme students. 

Kederal civil rights provisions prohibit federal sup|>ort of programs or institutions 
which discriminalv on the basis of sex. Additional regulation to accomplish that end 
would be nxlundant. 

Dr. FuANCis. 1 vyould like to say, your comment about pitting the 
junior college, Mispfinics, and black colleges against each other, of 
courj^e. serves no oner and it certainly doesnH serve the young 
people we are trying to serve. 

I want to say that things have changed since title jfll started in 
11)05, but if you look M the record, as lar as serving young people, 
Hispanics, low i^ncome, and in particular blacks, that gap is still a 
long, long way. and I suspect in your wisdom I would hope that 
this conimittoe will come up with the answers to serving and 
salvaging young people. 



* iih\ tho bt\»{fi of a U>7 4 rtvoainiorKjotion by Iho Notional Advisory Con\nnlleo on Developing 
InBlitution**. SM inRlKulio^t is dt»<ti)jnatr<| ns lliH|)anic if at [hhvci\{ ol llio Btudcnta 

enrolI«<i nre Iliapanu nacl at louel lua Uiflpanic Rludpntfl are enrolled ) 




We.^re talking about energy right nOw^ and I think our mo8t 
precious resource is people. There isn't enough money in it right 
now. 

Your remarks about how we were right to challenge RranU, I 
hope counsel will be able to put in some way that? institutions will 
,be authori2:;ed t6 build endowment in this supplomontal money 
becau^ that will ffi^ovide the fish and, the pole, not just a fish. 

Tlmnk you very much. 

Dr. Rivera, Mr. Chairman, I .believe your summary and charac- 
terization of the historical analysis of whore title III has been and 
the new kinds ^of problems that are with us at this time was very 
accurate. 

I think that wo can no longer hop^ to try to propose solutions or 
a duplication oC previous sohitions that may have fit the problems 
in496^ or I9684^r 1972. 

Today, we haye to address the needs of many undeV-sei^ed popu-^ 
lations in our country, both rninoriWos and non-minorities- 

The most important thing that the Hispanic Coalition would 
hope to slate is that we have a le^timate need as an under-sei*ved 
population; and, we have to depend on the good judgment of many 
people in positions much like you/$e>ivo8 to assist us at tWs particu- 
lar time. / 

Thank you very much. • 

Dr, Reid. I would like to spepk to the issue Of the set-aside and 
focus on something that has not been talked about yet here today 
other than indirectly. 

You have talked about access to opportunity' in postsecondary 
education as being a major concern of the community. 

I would like to point out that many people, particulary minority 
members, are entering and gaining access to postsecondary oppor- 
tunities on a patt-time baais as part-time students. 

That is the way they go to scliopL That is the way they get into 
school, and that is the way they are going to finish school if they 
are going to finish school. 

I think it's very significant that 97 percent of all black under- 
graduate students are part-time students in 2-year institutions, 
Seventy>nine percent of all Hispanic undergraduate students, are in 
2-year institutions: - ' 

The composite for all minority groups is 91 percent. 

If you are talking about* access to a postjaecondary educational 
opportunity, you have got to take'into considera^tion those numbers 
and those percentages, because that is really where the future lies, 
and we have no argument with the concern for traditional black 
institutions. i 

Thoy haye a job to do and they are concerned about producing 
bamilauareate i^aduates, and we hope our students who start out 
a^art-timers will wind up with those baccelaureate degrees. ' 

Mr -FoHi). Mr. Moy6, the less than half-time students won't ^how 
up on your statistics/ . , 

Dr. MoYfe., Correct. , 

Mr. Ford. The school doc^feh't get counted-for that type of stu- 
dent? 

Dr. MoYfe. That , is where a narrative will help, make the differ- 
ence in the eligibility of the itistitution, for it will enable an insti-' 
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tution to demonstrate its commitmont to low income part time, 
students who do not receive ba^ic grants and who thui? do not qhow 
up in the olidbility calculations under thi new regulations. 

Ml. Ford. The gentleman from New York has another question? 

Mr. Weiss. No; tl)ank you, Mr. Chairman. ^ 

Mr. FouD. We will excuse thi^. panel and reces? very bnetly, 
because this series of bolls is followed by brief S^ixiinute period tor 
* voting on Amti ak. 

The committee will reconvene as soon as that: vote is concluded; 1 - 
woula guess another teti minutes. ' ' x^-^ 

I want to thank you. very much, and I am happy to have tht&^ 
opportunity. Commissioner, to "have an exchange with you this 
morning, and haijpy to se^ that you are aggressively pursuing the 
Administration's position on this legislation. 

•We will do the very best we can to accommodate you. 

I>r Beury. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
*' Mr. Ford. We will continue on with today's, hearing, now shifting 
to thp subject of institutional eligibility' accreditation" and student . 
information, . . 

Micha^el O'Kecfc, Deputy Assistant Secretary for , Planning aiW 
Evaluation^. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, repre- 
seating the administration; Ken Young, President, Council on Pmi- 
secondary Accreditation; Richard Fulton, Attorney, witl\fthe /irni' 
of Sachsi Greenebaum and Tayler; Charles Saunders, Vi'ce Presi- 
dent, American Council on .Education; Kathryn Baron,, National 
Student Educational Fund; Barbara Kriudson, Chairwoman, Ac- 
credit^ition Advisory" Council, and Al MacKinnon, New York State 
Department gf Education. - , " . . 

Without objection, the prepared statements submitted to^ the 
comn^ittoe will be inserted at this point in the record, and we will 
proceed, I would assume. Starting with Mr. »Young. So that Mr. 
O'Koofe can respond \^ will keep you for last, if that is all right. 

STATEMENTS OF THOMAS (MIKE) OKEEFE, DEPUTY ASSIST- 
ANT SECR^ITARY FOR PLANNING AND EVALUATION, DEPART 
-MKNT OF HEALTH, EDUCATtON. AND WfeLFARE; KENNFTH 
YOUNG. PRFSIDENT, COUNCIL ON POSTSECONDARY AC- 
CREDITATION, RICHARD FULTON, ATTORNEY AT-LAW, SACHS, 
GRlERNEBAUM & TAYLER; CHARLES SAUNDERS, VICE PRESI 

^ DENT, , AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION; KATHRYN 
BAliON. NATIONAiiSTUDENT EDUCATIONAL FUND; BARBARA 
KNUDSON. CHAIRWOMAN, ACCREDITATION ADVISORY COUN-, 
• CIL: AL MncKlNNON, NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION ' 

STATEMENT OF KENNETH YOUNG, PRESIDENT, <)0UNC1L ON 
' PpSTSECONQAnV ACCREDITATION 

Mr. YouNO. I am Kenneth E. Young, president of the council on 
postsecondary* accreditation. COP A, as you may know, is the na- 
tional, . nonprofit organization whose major nurpose is to support, 
coordinate, and improve all "nongovernmental accrediting activities 
«■ conducted nt the postsecondary educational level in tne United 
States. We have 52 member accrediting agencies ahd are supported 
by ^he post«econdary eduCatiqn community. 
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I would like to make two preliminary comments: 
First, I am oleased to note that the administration, in its propos- 
al, has some thmgs to say about acereditation. We are often accus- 
tomed to hearing so many criticisms of accreditation, most of them 
uninformed or misinformed, and the administration demonstrates 
m it^ proposal at least that it understandir wliat accreditation is 
and appreciates the role that accreditation plays. 

Second, I believe that the administration has good reason to be 
concerned about the current Omce of Education's eligibility sys- 
tem. The system was created almost incidentally and without much 
" forethought. ^It has enlarged its role, without vstatutol-y change 
until It now involveti a staff of 30 persons and an annual budget of 
-1)1 million. A-nd it has been a continuing focus of criticism. 

Dr. Frank G. Dickey, then executive director of the National 
Comrnission on Accrediting, in testimony before a House committee 
in l.)/4, delivered a stMetnent which I can read again today and 
would be appropriate for this purpose. 

Dr. Harold Orlans, a research scholar with the National Acade- 
my of Pubhf Administration, in a 1975 study funded by the Office 
of Education, also pointed out a number of things wrong with the 
present system and most recently the General Accounting Office in 
a Um report, "What Assurance Does Office of Education's Eligibil- 
ity I rocess Provide?", raises some serious questions and makes 
some proposals including a proposal that the Congress consider 
ciaril;>'ing the legislation with regard to the role of the eligibility 
funct*tm within the Office of Education. 

Following is a preliminary response to the administration's spe- 
cific proposals concerning accreditation and institutional eliirible 
and related matters. 

First, the proposal to eliminate accreditation as a statutoiy re- 
quirement for institutional eligibility for Higher Fxiucation Act 
programs. We oppose this proposal. Accreditation or its validated 
equivalent should remain as one consideration in t?ho determina- 
tion of institutional eligibility for Federal funds. To put it another 
way, when public funds go to institutions of postaecondary educa- 
tion, we -believe it woul'd be important to know that those institu- 
tions have gone through— and periodically will bo subjected to— a 
process involving a thorough, supervised self-study and peer re- 
view, in addition to any other eligibility considerations. 

/I here are more than 400 Federal programs that provide funds 
directly or indirectly, to institutions of postst^condary education, 
borne ol these programs do not utilize accroditntion as an eligibility 
consideration. The title 111 area that has been the subject Of your 
attention this morning is an example. Mam' otht^rs use accrodita- 
tioo. but only as one of scverij institutional characteristics consid- 
ered in eligibility determinations. The Office of Education on the 
other hand, has developed an eligibility system that has attempted 
to place a major reliance on nongovernmental accreditation, and 
almost all criticisms relating to accreditation and eligibility have 
focused- on this aiTangemont. We believe that this eligibility proc- 
ess lias grown too cuinborsomo and needs to be revised. 

The second propotJal of the administration is to .maintain and 
place greater reliance on the existing statutory requirement that 
an institution must legally authorized by the State in which it 
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9porat(?8. Wo have consustently maint/iined that State authoriza- 
tion—chartering and licensing— should be the first and most basic 
consideration in determining institutional eligibility and that this 
function^ should be improvea and strengthened alon^ the lines of 
the model legislation developed by the Education Commission of 
the States a number of years ago. 

At the present time, several States have no licensing laws, and a 
number of othei-s function v/\th inadequate laws or resources. 
(Jiven a major effort by the Federal Government and national 
organizations representing the States, it probably would require 
to T) years to achieve necessary uniformity and dependability in 
State authorization. 

We would be concerned that an increased Federal dependence 
upon Stnte"" chartering and licensing not also lead to an expanded 
State rolfe'For them as accrediting or quaBi-accrediting agencies. We 
believe that accreditation should be presorv\3d as a primarily non- 
governmental enterprise. 

The third proposal is to continue administrative actions to en- 
force, at the program level, requirements for responsible institu- 
tional mar\agement of Federal funds. 

We support this recommendation. No niatter What other eligibil- 
ity requirements prevail, officials responsible for each Federal pro-' 
gram bear a responsibility for certifymg that every eligible institu- 



^cies nor accrediting bodies can or should accomplish this certifica- 
tion. 

Every effort should Ibe made, however, to insure that^all program 
requirements are appropriate and do not violate the letter or spirit 
of the general education provisions prohibiting Federal interfer- 
once in the academic affairs of institutiotus. Wherever possible. 
Federal agencies should utilize the sclf-rcgulatory mechanisms cre- 
ated imd supported by the postsecondary education' community. 
And here I am speaking beyond the self-regulatory mechanisms of 
accreditation but also referring to the effort under\ho direction of 
the American Council on Education's Office on Self-regulation Ini- 
tiatives, 

The fourth proposal of the administration is to strengthen stu- 
dent information requirements so that studenUs and pai^ent^ can 
make more informed decisions about where to spend their educa- 
tion dollars. 

We have always supported the desirability of providing more 
complete, accurate, ano useful information to prospective students 
and students in postsecondary education. We believe, however, that 
this objective can best he realized Uirough vokmtaryjncentive and 
information efforts such as the fund for the im^rovement of post- 
secondary education's better information for student choice |)ro- 
gram and the American Council on Education's Office on Self- 
Keglilation Initiatives, Where regulation of this ki^id is called for, 
it preferably should be part of State licensing and consumer protec- 
tion legislation. 

The Federal Government already is involved in duplicative and 
potentiaUv dangerous consumer-oriented regulatory efforts by a 
variety of agencies— the Office of Education, Veterans Administra- 
tion, and Federal Trodc Commi^ion being throe examples. 
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The Council an Postsocondorv Accreditation has a task force on 
accreditation and eliLnbility. xLt body will meet on Jul v 81 to 

wiirsZ?e";n ^/""^^^^ ^''^'T cL^idoration by CoK^We' 
fM. ? ^^'"^ document with you once it has been approved 
(Mr. \ounK8 prepared statement follows:) "pprovea. 
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A Si ot_on>«nt on Doha Hjj^ 
Th« Council on Poat socoiulo vy AcCreO ttdt ton 
July 1979 

Following l» <i |>xolUUn«i'y xospdnoo lo Adm In I »t-r« t ion * a propoJluJa 

concdvnlng dccvedl t al Lon and I n& t 1 1 ul I ond I ollglbUlty *nd nilotod matlOrSi 

( I ) l*roj|>o6a I to o I Iml na I « acc^s od ij^ti.^.?^ Jl rog otromo m for 

I no I U ui t ona I « I Ij^l^ I I 1 ty (or ufghoi: j?!? t proj^rQn>& ' 

Wo oppOBC thla proposnl. Acc'rodl t ion ov It a v/olldatod «quivdldnt 
ohould lomaln ono con3 Idoi al Ion in the do t 0 k mlaal i on of Indt It ut lonal 
ollglbllliy tox fodoxal (undo. To p\»t It *inothcr way, whan public (uncTs go 
to instlluClonS o( pout cocoiido ry odiiCfttlon» we boliqvO U would b^x 
tinpvrtAnC to Know 1)u)BO InatUotlonS havo ^^ono through (and pttrlodl- 

colly will bo a\ib|ociod to) a pioeoo» Involving a thorough," supor^la^d 
soH-6ludy ond pcox io\riow. In /addition to any ol hor ollglbnUy considcrft- 
i i o»B . " 

Thar(» airt mow» than ^00 fodoial pi onvatua that ptovldo fund6» dlroctly 
f>x Indltoctly, lo I nt}t 1 1 ul lonii of post socondar;^ education* Somo of thcoo 
pxo|;tnms do tiol vii I I I r/^ arcwjdUatlon no An oHglblllty contf I do ra 1 1 on . Many 
ol h«rn uno arm *>dl t at Ion , bvit Only ao one ol ooveral I not 1 1 ut I Onal 
vjharart oi I -41 I Cs rojiultJ^ovod In eligibility do t o rail nat I on3 , Tlio Offlco of 
£d\tcnlloi) liflfi dovolopod an ollglbllity aysi om that haa attomptod to place a 
ma }or icllanco on nongovo i nmonc a I accreditation, and ^ImoaC all crltlclGa>s 
i<ilallng lo 4»ccr od 1 1 at I on ai>d eligibility hnvc focusod on thiu orrangomont. 
Wo bt'lleve iliai this oltglblllty piocono hao grown too cumborcon>o and noodo 
t o bo r o V 1 fiod , 

( ^ ) Propofin I to rt>« I "tJ^i_^_Q"_d place R roator loliancc on tb o ox Is ting ma tu- 
tovy re^urrom^t _i_hal an Institution nmst bo I C ftfl 1 ly aut.horlzod by 
the ctato In whlehlt O£>or at o s 

W«? have conslmontly maintained that otato authorisation (chart or Ihg 
and Uconalng) should bo r ho flrot and niniit basic co^ioldorat Ion in 
.d«ti i>rnii nl ng 1 nS I 1 1 \» t I ona I oHglbllity and thnt thla function aliould bo 
improved nnd o i i Ongt ItOnod along the lines of t ho model - fegi ti 1 a t ion 
d«vol(>pod ov t ho Education Commission of t lio States. 

M I ho proRont i tmo several states have rPo licensing )ows, and a 
nu/nhor of* others futictlon with Inrtdoqiiato laws or rosourcos. GlvOn a major- 
effort by the foderal go\^crnmont and national organ i xa t I ona ropreoontlng 
I ho fttatoa (Education ComrtilBftlon of the Status, National Council ^of ^tato 
Coveinmoni B ) , It probably would require throo to f W« years to achieve 
nocoftnary uiViformliy and dependability In rJtotb avil hor I /.m Ion - 
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Wp, vpuhl ho ^om*Mn<.J lmio*«od tdj^i.^l Jopondam o upon nt at 

as ocooOlitng oi <jm;.rI accioUltlna Aft<*nclco. Wo bbl thai ..rci ccjl t nUon 

should ho i»08ttivoi! as o piimatlly nonjjo vc i nmoiu n 1 oiuoipiiac. 

(U I'loj.oRtil to Ci.nM.u.o rtdr|,lnlcii«i Ivo iictlono lo^nfoiCQj a( t ho pro 

atnni lovcl, tcijuliomoitto Nu rosponslhl* i ns t 1 1 ut 1 onA I mfnuiROmont "ot 
1 OiUi It I I onilft . 

Wo .oj.pori ihla » <?*. iMOinoiulot Ion. No mm I or whni ot hoi oIlHlhlliry 

.0«ponMhHUy toi .ortUyluR that «uovy o U « U> U InMico^lon moots all 
M'^rMlocl pioKinm it^.p'iK-niMitfi. Nollhot «t nt o nnonr loa noi .uHiodUlnK 
h.HMor. o«n^oi nhtMild dt:Lom,.URh ihln t cm t 1 f I Crt i I on . 

Fucviy otJoM should ho moJo. howovoi. to Insuro that nU rtyoKi -^m 
t^MflK-mPn, • oio appiopxlatM ami ,Io not v i o I t u t ho lotlov o« npUit <xl Uw 
l..MUMal ^.hK•«lion l'iovl»ionn p.ohthittnR (odnval luloiCciomo In* t ho 
arn<h.mlr t I at , h ol lnMltutlon«. Whriovci poM « I h 1 o , . ( e.lr i o 1 mhoocIob 
shouhl oMUro thr noM ivHuhuo.y mrchnpis.nR oioatod nnO Hoppo.l«il by t ho 
puHi NiM iMuLu y O(lo(o((oii ( MOiFoun ( t y . 

('.) i'lopoHol to NHonijthvn nivulrnt InJo^nailon i o.^t. i i cMncnc b flo t h«t Vit u 
spond ihrl\ i*.huattt)ti »h)Uni» 
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('i.pp.>i { OtJ t ho tl..sil«l>l 1 U y ot pn.vUliftj^ „H>»o rornpUMo 
av<u.,.to.. .uul nso(ul inlc,tnutit>n to p. o»poo I Htu.UM.t* « ml ^todontn in 
pont omlaiy o,huo,lon. W,. h J^mwo . howouo.. i \un this ohjortluo can hoM 
bo .irnltftMl rhiuoKh ^olnntaiy Iniontlvo rtml inlortmuion oflovtK such as t ho 
l-und toi tho Imptov/OMM-nt ut I»o s t s ond n i y I'ducatlon-n n«tloi In(o,marlon 
loi SroshMU (hi.l.o rti.Ki.un and r ho AouMiran Cov.nc M on t.dur «t l u.i * b Ofdco 
on NoH ReKMlaiUn, I n 1 1 i .i t 1 vo . Whrro t.-Knlacion o( thin kind la cx» I lod 
foi. it pt«-(.Mnhly Mhould.ho pnM liconriinft nnd coosomoi 

pt oi t i on t •* 1 /u I on . 

The !r.JoT»l K*>^'*»'^mo.u a'linady iri l..^/oUpd in dnpllciUlve .»nd pot cn- 

tiflllv diH.K.'.ovis rort..nmoi oiiontod irnnJatoiy oMoitii by vmlcty ol 

«H<»'"'lo« U)tli,o ol Kdoc-itlon. VoUM.inB Ad.n i n 1 « t i o r i on . «nd IVdeinl ado 

I \nnm i hh i itn ) . • 



lh<> v».^n* il oo I'ost ^.'condaiy AcciodUation hns n lank Koicc oli 
Ar..odit.Mton vlr^^ KM„ihtltiy. That body w 1 M .m^rt on Uilv M to dovolop a 
moxo dot.Ulod lospon^o fox c on n i do i a i i on hy COI'A. Wo will ^havo thai 
docMmrul uM(h yoxi onio It lias l^-tfo appioved. 
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Mr, KoKu. Thank you. 
Mr, Fulton? 



HTATKMKNT OF UK HARD FULTON, ATTOUNKY AT LAW, SACl^^^, 

(iRFKNKnAUM & TAYLKK 

Mr. t"iiinx)N. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. 1 am Dick Fulton, I am 
hoiv in my individual capacity. I appreciate the opportunity to 
make it clear that 1 am not represcmting anyone. I nave as law 
cHentii'hair a dozen accrediting agencies. I have been in litigation 
against accrediting agencies, and 1 have represented accrediting 
agencies in litigation. I have been op all side of these battles, but 1 
am here because of the complexity of this eligibility question — and 
I am not here to defend accreditatioir. I will readily admit that it 
has its warts and pimples. 1 am here because of my concern for a 
credible ongoing eligibility system, I assume that is really the 
subject of this hearing. 

In H)7r>, I prepared a paper for the Office of Education s Confer- 
ence on Kligibility. It is entitled *'The Seve^ral Discrete Dimensions 
of Kligibility'*. If there is no objection, I would like it entered into 
the record. 

Mr. FoKi). Without objection, it will be entered with the other 
statement. 

|The information referred to above follows:) 
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iti (hr milt) |>Miui«|i>s «■( viudfnl 
ti'iaiiii*; ntJ «<lin;iiii««.ii ,i liy ih» tl H 

'•m- I swt 4,1,.,.,, M>r \ 



th«i Mil,.' (,.ir .(,. i.i .,|:,.n 
ti» Jir • J. , xtf |||i*i,M<>( I ». J, 

«■'« .'. I .»,. n.- »r ■.,,1, « 

Jlr^ii'lr : itr«| ■.l,^,,; t »i ^^^ 

1,..!.,. . |i^r.t..| ,„ \[)SI 

- n,, |,ih ...„i»f ai , 
■ J • -l i«i . ii.»>MLii..;, ,.J iii^hr, 
«.)«.«,. h ,,.i,...h,54^ l„ir« \hr 
"'•':"•••'> f'.tt-.l.l.ix ..I Sr,-Hu„ 
rc.M.n f!„| 

" '■'•«-♦ Irsir a eix ti.,.„th 

l'^^f*« ill l«H 1 irr) ■«,!<■ ihiii thr 

• (;i.lr:»j |.r 4>|-.i i,||r«i iit «| lt>»%\ % 

l< •«< iitj t),* :,l,t ytr |^>(Vi) 

TMU ainu..|r ..n .Ur Mil \ t},*. 
ifiijjtJi .(i ili4« r»«iutf«0 h> tltt 



• )*(uir I.I 
.1 



• H..lriU ti: tr^ui, ,.( {4,»»n» i*i A,d h»h 
bcr > .!,.„. I. ,.,r,J \r, | iun..^, ! iHaI « 

'"•'""t ''^f !"ghfi «>tlti'»lt„t) ■ 

v-huh liy itttuir n),,t) ,,Mfi ^M^t 
(»««flf«iii 4« »i « Sp.rion 

M.4*!1..ivat «(hl.|.|" \>ht.h hv M««U!f 

)iN* III! ir.|iiiaiir luirTinium uti«'r,ng 
it.A 1 ^ni' »,h!>i..,»»; i,^ 

l>r i,.;.*-.! „j..,., rmi»i|> ti> 
I oil. rinr.i il. J (nit,^, {„ ,tj 

.-1:1* J.p i.iM-.rii .,..f,) „j.,tn ,>h,»b 
ilir o nf. ,., .„ ,hr ai., I ,»n ri>l> 

lit- »<-iin- ii-a»-iCit «h*-i (.i»ng,*»» h«« 

i 1 tir (Hr-t tc»i. ,|: men ;.,(>,,» 
.■! at ,it . ifslnai.,.,, 

ar.'Si :Jt!ii>li fin ftl .>|j.r,.jit :aj„»,). 4,»»J 
• 'J;i.t..;»i».,i.»f ;ai|'irnrf tn»i,,s« 

f w>.t9li-.,i» a.;, I . \\\ 



J Til* I)i4ti0lf Oin,fi)^ion« 



>*e,«Uiivo inirni o( Congiokk i>» iKp 
*4in,i,»,»imi»<» lu^if „j Usot 

»ouf,<» .,1 .^,iiiAn viui.U upon v,Si«h «„ 
i»»ur .a„ |,r jiiiuuU«rJ Aa h 

■«*. I »t'.rr Kith usor Aii:s ' 

ii.ull, .l,H,r„>>.,.,r(l t^^n^^'jH ihfll 
rligit'ilfl . Sua "liitiiftt I ) >'>!!< |ii./ifni 
*lrnirr,ii ' an.l lhu«. ,1 a4>4>,iia , |r*i 

a. . ir.<,iar,..,t ,* t,«l t ci,l »(v.>.,ii>l 
''r ii«„> ,ii,.ut "i» Kb. in»lilt,nr.iial 
't'i:il-i|ii » !m lui,il:,)g " ' 



■ « hf )ri,tr,i>a an, I 



I oDt I < j ihr (rf »Tt ;iio/,it.n «tl 

•-''t:''"' lu'lf »»li„h Ihr t"UU" 

i'lKi l«u)-.t. t,ut go l,r»iin;l «r.,i air 
n>.-ir UtiadhgLari) liun jl„» nirir tvaa «f 
"i»ur ..{ iSr rhgihiltiv rl*'t»,rni» ' ' A* 
rnU aa Au,ju,t H). |y7:i, an 
A.i«i».-M l!».mt»»)Urr ((M ,hr II, i.«>L(itgc 
*^H>>t* ,. I.' [*i,tatr A,,i«d,ii(ij; aixj 
I'uI'Ih t untJing. iny |>ruTpllOM» <•! 

> (U frrmiriKttun kt l><«ing 
inii,«t ihftn un, ,t,mr nmoiiHl *>cir 
|ruMl:<». m,.,,tlY, at*ird Thf 

h> il>r Kf>-t-p ^v,|,trl, ^,a» u, ,atur \hf 
0,ltn« Rr|i.,i/*aK,iu|d irHr,! lt,,t in > 
fnihuiusm Itti tl,r »r»-i)i,tty on^ttt^J 
S,r. iM.n 4V»(a) *utt,(/,il) ti, I>,i,u. 
auaprnd trf,),inmf T-fil. fhfiilitlilr 
li> "hr I'SOJ, ,,f an "i»il,ff wit<« rl,g,blc 
r,.alr,i.n*„- Iftx p„p «(i»lir.([utfhc«l 
\oni,nr,Haiui. "If^^ if,an 

uii.lr:>t^r!,„rj" ftt,J j^,, 
fl^ganii^ ,f4^i,,i,-r| I, J ,i,,utirr ol.aMvrr 



lithe 
fnul 



r x|it>a,i«<,n( 4)/ 
tlinirriiic 



]>ritrt«|>ti«in lit 
rlmilu.itY. iia Ifrdninatiiin *nd 

' 'f 'i'i.n »b II II, av i»i i,i«v n>M bQ « 

nf»t«>4M K\f rfiDlliilit^ arc 

iri:.:'»iu»r<< aJof}g «ut|) (,r*T t«^i.t,,n«nt 
\n hr*:,n^i Nrfor* \Uf Su>>. «ui,nitn<'r 
<>:i I .<i,( a>>>;n ,•( tli S<•H»|^. Sp(,,r ni r 

tfM.-i\ t., D.\li]|„.d Oilan* 4,r JuK 2.1. 



JV^V •! ntBo and lo Sp,.«i„t 

<*Ud»,ifi»«> Prll u) Srf'trr)tt><>^ 7\), 

"^miliar .|»ai,>n,.n> olVir.l lo » 

M'»u»r (.nrrrnn^4>iti OprrAtiii,)* 
^»^»n..i^,nM^,rr |uK 24. IVN (.i m> 
'<l'Mit..n iSr <N„ v.| jfy^gj 

'•«ur,| „ ,|,r ,^^„|, Jirai.Mg* 
»• l«> and laigc. «iid *ut«)r<« |(, aumr 
<i,,iici |,ri«,>u»l r^»*(,n„„i. „,»«■ ol lh* 
r>r„ !,9.>.Jr,| a„d id<K<(M4> 
t>>iiiii;ri,la<,c> >rt h. »|>(irar 

Uoi..,r ,„»h„,g ,t.r ,U >iN,,,„.v,tl 

"1 •» '■•iir,,i*,,>r «),3„nrl 
rl.^,|.»|,l>"-| ^unyr.T f,,a, „f hccd 

ti" .,„.n ,|,ai 

( ..i..i„,nrf 

ttf iftr ftrcit^t iifitft ,j 
/<" ««'n.,^.',«i»ii - • , c^jitM^ 
/on t ^n.^ >lii..'o.,(, <,»raM » 
H,, .,< r//,i,(j a/f 

'^''''^ /.f>i.* „,n^ 

Hi ^r<tltQU^>t lU. ^,,1 /,,^ )^ 

ai^ not rnfotx r ! 

f'tonJrtl ft* ,f,r I,, ad ^ 

n*W ,iu<A U(>^ ihf,i . ountrtpQitf 

ihr^ Jo nul uo>i w itA /Wyo/ 
«jlf<-ijf in tfijr^al 9gffirift tin 
ni'i UiWt u«A oth^t 

/''.>>-i,r/oM A. Ao..; ,f.u> 

''"If Spty'J^ ^i»>r€Hot a/ 

f!>rnl drai uhfn (f,v 

'1 »:at »<*»/:4)i* r„. 
l'i*'-n art ,n *un«r'/ ' (/'a/fr J.I) 
rim ihrt* ,% au HiHrtr«liaif nrr,| («, 



''IniH-iti u( * l.R,|.,t,lv. »,„, 
n.n an aMMior «-|ipi|,iJ„ , . „, 
i'|-,n».i„. (I / on,/ umptft t\>ur 

■\di,i,4»riH» Oifam jn^njdr xstti, 

llici" mil «iii(irrfiuMtal > ir n t^^ni \o 
iii«rni n,v( liatiititiK. I hu\xf 



/ 
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"i" 



l)l4> 



1(1 IIIKi Itlfi ttklMkili 

II alin HI tilx till** •«••! « itir 

• iI.iIjI.imi* lis t. 

1 lllu> Ji« •!) rllrx I t'l.i'l.Jir.l l.'.Mi 

• ••«iivii-li<<|i ilir rligihtlit'. i>i an 
..lli^i •«<> rl<|iil>]r I'lkMtuniMi' htt 

h. r.i .«kci( ^.^ ihr I NOV -silt 
1 iiliiu«i««nt k<( i'^'j i« n<M. 

It. tvikf 'Tiiitlt •l-»tt% Itrtniul 

liiiifiiilt aliiiiiJ ••!) \hr •fin >■< Tnnr ' 

Mmi- t«irt «li<«ui •|<4>«iiti iin'-iB)*') 

• ■«4iit>-(t •uth<i*it> iii I S(U 
«•■ m ihr NhM ( U ^ 

St til. ) .. (t<aii>^ .uii«ti (>A. k 

• lii.l .{..ailr •ml It ll')* 

■ ■ lit, fill aiii [i iti .iiiiiii.s. cktl r!iKii><<ii> 

Il< «K M, «|l.t U,.» I .«> tlU •< «• 

J . i.i • K t liii-jiiiti I't an .-iiiki'd- 



r.t .! it.r ... 



I ) < 



-.1 



It 



? |,'irm .t »■ . rr J- ,li 

.1 I i{ i"4M' » ' J.« . I*-.! I'.i . l.jl fi 

1 ■ . I . ,.».!.* K r : 

I •. iIk ..t.itrc. ijJiri l!iJi. .Lp.krii 
.14 .. I . . t . . \\ S.ir C.'i*. 

, I . . t • <|..,i|| «f.r I itir-. 

.1.- .i.'iyv >.■« ti> >•( thai tix !• • 
. .. , . ,.,.,ir. -l.r ,.<,„'• .1 .'r 

^ r« I «.rrii .l...f.^< 

. I r ^ ..(i r I ' . !ti j> 111 . ir 

... 1 .S, I. l.'lr I fi:}!*-. 
, 1. ■ '^'.a.M<|l til •(>'( 

I.. i.i.li I ■«■ ''lii"* 

, VI ,,.ir" i> . !.>• 

■ {.. ^..-^|■ I| - > - « 

I... , II I L« tl 

I rM,|,l...r.| 

li.U... \lr^ ... 



ili: Ot^iiit }tr|..>li .•It:.}'. «mi.ici{(>\ 

i.-.l«t. IK .-.pi«l.ll|{ Jl ^ t |-llltill-.ll VM'.ll 

.li^.}l-i. i; .(■(.♦■•. 
it.ii' .-Ik 

. 1 v.. ,-t.-.' 

■c'..i;Mi*ii.o. ... I. .i!|.-;i »> a 

. r.-.j .... 1» Ciii 

. K. fi ,l,nr •;...-..!.t ' I tlir Mi.ln r 
« ,.>.^« I..F l|<>- i-..r..«r -.1 tt..v 



r»:r \K»i tl>r 



>it>:!>: 



. I. 



.,1^ -rx' am! 



I.*:<^«:«H.' 
.hlil.-l 



1 i| OUri • niinil'rr I'l 
i\', ..ititnrtiittiitiMt t^hMit loulti \ir 
iii<«l «ti.|«n«4> >( ittr> («i 

rii^Acir • liitltti thtT.<*tl%U)M|ll torn 
. r }il <■! 4>ti|(>l<lllt> ill* I4>l lltth|ltlM(« 
^ll<i I V I Ittilt AtlMt *S Ii4> I^lll lh« 
»ttt4>« ■!.> Altll kli iltitl. (0(l*ll» 

iiijiuo* •o[iA(«t4' iiiiiii •i«rrdita 
tikilt M^i^h l» iltrf4>l« » dkBhll«1 
rlf'iitftti and l«i «itiiih li ^• »n 
<*l<*iti4>f-tt i)(, (ktiK^i lIiAn Ah «v<iiiur 
III rh^itnhtv ihrio i^tjoulJ lif «n 

ii\ 1 itciiii>«|> tuDM atitv irlri<'ii«<« 
In i|i4> \rt\ «uii<<nl Si * niitliiiii 
<i«ii)«|-r auii' again!!) AU N «<hlili 

it am at II all • {^n\i rkprnti v 4>l> ) 
tia* i<i>'ii((Kl iittii Ifiit* tl<< niutit 

SiiiK '<« «) 4'lf>iiii^iii« !-■( 4i»lr 

I. .ii..ii<> fttiir.lilkti.^ii. I'SOt 
• ui N< [ ii > III ii:vl4>|;4>ii«t4*»| 

.ii]iriit* atkilaltlr i<>i ihr 
i«;miiltliMO, l«t}l*f ill ^11 

.)r I r I m I II ill I I'M , i^l rtidilnlit « 
"li'ih '\9t lirtiiiti^'f :ii tlir ^»iiir 
\ . Iifjr^tll hnl (1'cll!tiiH'.> vf \k\\\ 

r;. I'^'l, an.itl'Ct I i<n:«j»i ««hnli 
I* ijii 'inJ »i I'Ogr I ^ ii( thr ir» iK-»i 

xtit Ill ihr (lil.n* Kr|ixifl 

1 1 .mr I '1111 br pin nh i l»r 



%r^it sit r,ii>nop<}l> 



It 



r«tili (iiili'n th«ii lh<< iit«>l<< ^^iinf'ltK 
ifiurpi 111 •laltiwxi <Ug*i**iCj r«n 
(111* irrs)i>4<t{ I fi^'tir itia) ifVe I'^O^ 

• S.'mI.I in.)ihi> M» »)'piikiluih Ivi i(ic 
f ri o^itiUi.n kifnttirr th*ii nilr^vgf iit « in 
« f<ri>(<i i|>!iik i.( ^.Itii «ti«>(>rii 
|l'tb»i>». ^) I'll) 1 (AlKIOt i(grw 

thai '^f ^tuiilulnv ■iBtittr) n» r'tatird 

III t .i.t^ira* i.t(t»tl<Ul4' R ini:r>ii|>i ti«1l' 

l>.'i.r[ !!' ;ri(igiinril *cM>Mri 
ir>r>i II. (ri|ri«l lirnolitK (OfUiit, 
ji«({r .'i Tit ht iitil> our of at Iratt iwu 
i)r<r»Kari jurJir^V^' to clkglbtlttv It 
I Mil a fitntioniily Ai tti(t*ipictt-il 
iriia.ii (ti«igi«in «dtnti)it1ifct4if 

It ai« (*«ii^ >^likitt iniv rtiiTfcr tn thr 
:i:u[fir i<( 4iti>tliCl Ufrikiiit' ««lti|-|t hmi 
tifC't l-l'-itg}it t>> ill" 'it«(0 lit TrhNt 

• L*iii»t (lif tiinr- |>i(lt ««l>ii Ii«i| rturit 
\\K> !'>»» i*( smrditati-.it 

Ilir (atitt il«kii|vi' rSOr iii»xi(aitir itl 
li.aii* ^tuKlt^ whiid (iiM** rtihrr i 
•titunitiin UikrtI nuilnnitv >i» 

nUfi I'lr (If I on- 'i( r<Fiii »Mi.n 
{Sc'ti. ii -ItMitt^)] 1.1 ii« 1 1 t-ilttiitK^n 
{Sf^M.in Ki h-^ih Tli thii»r 

I Ktrf vvlicrr tKrrr i» tM> EpM'Oii.n tItAt 
the l.jiik iii»ilr tltr liNAh tn tlio ntu'tf'ht 
ihrrr iiiA« dr * trrt i^al iiur-ahun. (it 
\hf unx-^i ( iitiH:(.tik 'it (litilAif m \ii 



x.lirtliri il.r i'MM . m .nluimrr, 
Sav.j;:)j }>tii) ilir ilann lo tlio 

litnti fi.i ili^ .tei^uitril l..»n. urn 
«i<<H rpi«(iih I ivSInt li.mi i\\r ^KuUnt 
M ht: «««rii* «6 k drlct^Q* tdat tti« 
inaiitaiu* > ( tKr Inan «« U)«|>i«>|><*i l)f 
kaau^«i. ii«ii tiriM <> Mud i i «>itJkb)«. 
lirt nbtr thr ii«tlituHibn Jtii iii>l m4t/\ 
iKp »ttt«it[i«> «lrliniti>in («l «n "rli{}(blF 
tiiitttution" ii( S*«t)iii» 4^"(tl U't Uil 
111 « tt^tf li«<ii«4> '.If a V I ir«(iUt(on 
Thtv (iFlmfc* by thr tiuii«nt i% 
s'vu\\*h\f\'f iJil{r»ont fii<nt an^j^tUvi) of 
ii^uJf III \hr U«t iM {mliw« oi 

■ tiim «t II in >^ (iirh «tt>0 n>t8^* Ix* 
««trii4>«l \'s « atud'ttt tin Irfun V ISl. 
iiiurt tif iti't iirgiitiahir inttcOiitrnIi 

■ till Sntir, ai:« ImMoi. ki)« luJ(«kg thr 
I'S^r, t«kV't vuhjoit t(i ilie pniftun*! 
.Irlrii^r* i.f thr iilAl^t'f 

\rl n\ (ivgr .IVI uf llir OrUtt* 
r(rjif:tt. « trt irikiiil m Kotil 'tli*t had 
liitl tit In rnsr > hvit fiiili i^taiiird Iti 
aiirtftiitAliiiit" tt dftVrtlifJ Aft ItAMntf 
Kill! irt«inr«i i(« oli^tt>iitt> Itn thtUIro 
ii>«iit iTtii. h vkk| thf t fttr It 4v«» not 
« ifthltri ii{ klttuti'M It't^utgC. bul 
lailx'r M ni>lirr wi «dintiii»tf ^ti^i" 
turiOitudr ll k« klto (i*nif*f> to thr 
'TliBibilit> {;iir\Vhtt'" »ulinitttr»I by 
the I'SOl. Ill tlif rnuiar o( tlir Sriiate 
SulM'iitnnttitrf ni) rilMt^nnii Ilomtngt 
ol Sri.tcmhoi 12 aiiJ l^. •! p*c* 

|ft7 Milt *• jnho liuVr uhtrfv«(l, " h 
I* iiiir ihihg to th«ivi k mAn hr t> in 
r.'iu.'. kml snmhti tr. put hiiti tn 
(inaarkkinn ol ihr tiuth 

Oihf-i h^h>'hicil ul lh<< i>ft<- 
JOi»i?«*tyn. roir nH »lir»n»»iM« lo 
«i I f ^ilitHtiun induJf- M«fV Bni) 
( 0 1 ) * ^'f- H r p o 1 1 p a g r » * * o d I ^ 0 1 
NfiJ F \X (^u in tut) (OTiatit Rcpiiii 

i»*gr x») UoM} IS lh<i "yomig 
awyrr" ««l)u tviKludod in 10<0, 
MHhuul ni<^Cttn^ v«iih AC.DS, tlitt 

jtr I'SOr. fr<.x)gi»iHon should be 
xvtthdtMwo *i)(J thitt htt propoird 
(>ovrM)ing T^'tt* pfopii^lary ti'liowlt 
itouhl «i>hr thr tttuattoft. T.. W 
(^uinioii. t)tK-(-|(if of PrrrprtOtaiy 
S«lioolt fill ihe T^itt* tJwAtton 
AgritM rli'f^fd «vtih adoiinUtrf io){ 
Ihf whiJi Hfirv advot'^t^Kl fto 

t.uirctt(ully t«. aciOfdtOK 
nruanapri*. OMiK'niU tit tlic hospttsl. 
(iiuhU to |i]t*x<ri »nco»ti>iiit about ihr 
lifiV dH(iii(t" o( xhdi.] Il(-cn»ra oi 
no'i f"!!!'''! riyr lit o( the 30 d«y 
|)a>ntrfil nl irlunii f r()uu<*niritl of ihr 
Trv«» Uo (^uititoii't ]irf%cni«l roctud* 
hNV«> brrri j(iilipo<tt«rd bv lltr T<<ha» 
Atioin<-> (ifitrial Mi Ik^h »ri«i-» 
• « • lofmbrf <il' llif Stale AdMKln^ 
('oiititikilf I' Oil Piiipftrifti T Si bitoU t4> 
xkhub Mr ^)uiiJoii Ik atitv.c(i«blr 
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\» • (-•♦•• «u 1 ||,c g,„„,. 

f il.r ...,.t I 11,,,.^ 

i i iiii.i..., r ^^-.rf i():l«ti| ^ ,o, I 
I."' H..11I.I . .te u II, J ,, ,.| 
"«u;u.l....r 11. ..»( |«'i..t» I 

' U I'H .1 inAi. ♦n.l 

•'»«• <•].«.. I. t..i ii,.%|.i.),pMri,i ..»»rn* 

■• I - ■ ».K'»">'»r l» »r,M.Md 

in A.M ..nr , li.f „, (^„J 



|iaMl:iil«; l,»ilin.|»,»|, *Bp«..it,|Jv 



«l «(r Kill ri. I II k 



' " r .>.ii.ri..,. n,l 

* •» »<lHk'''"*-'' l> iJ.r 
• I • I''- Mi .1.; V.,, .1 

.»••■ . .1 „r 

•* J fi4»«- t..!..- M«.,, n^, 

..I... h icht li^l I.. .1. ..r ■ 



l"""r,.. \„|f,, I 



1'" ' I *ll.mi 

J -r... 4',,.... f n WrW 

.H.'.i, ,.i iVMrjjrt *t;;l ^^,,,r,,^•^y 



» .1.1 



(•.. u//. . • ,1, o'H .^rt, 

llf l/.luti. - 1-1 1, r .,,r 
'.li-r,/ « . .^ ^.11 If I,:" J I j(/r'|. r l/ifl 

<« /u/mm. .1/2 ^iroiii.rt 



r. 



• iJ." n,i.ii..-;tl thr 

ii.'iiriv III. Ji:.*.!!,;, ,firi 
r«i«. »!.',tHMit(. ftttiini 



>i,,,i:r^ 

(til III! 

i "^''t M^-..l.. I.. t.rtlH, »..,prn,i „f 

IrriiiiiiM'r ■•i«tilMi:<ii>»t <>iiyitMli|v li, 
tK.I. «i.1i.i«f •.ilht.ril« «« ii,.«, 'truif^ 

• .|iMi'...!< : ..||,i f { K^utani* of 

Mr.J. ,.r !.: .,.,. ,„i ,.,;li a« 

^*^!» 11, «l. .•.((!. I, rthi-li IbMii pKlr« 

iri ih*" Nii;'j-t4>ti«f>i,|ii) t fjiii fcin--mj 



•I 



|'ll.(«.'j»IM» 

If ...» M 




f.-Nr-.l >.uh ,h* ^,.,.1 ...Mr, 

|'l!-Ui«m Tho.*. »g;rrrti*i)U r<.i I, 
"t tixf .}.,.., n.mr.l |.i.,g,a,„, «„|^ 
"» ' n, '..i.luJr .„,h 

"•l»r- iMo.iii„iti a» iirtriifcn 

«" I'll'?*-.! |K«> IttlAiliui tiitci*.*! (i( (h* 

lif,,*,l Sut^k »,„i ,.,i.a»ol«> the 
I HI I *• 11 1 , lUliitn* ttff / 

"^f'M Sr , W.V.xi} 

^'•kv,,,.^ ., ,„^jhi trru, \Ur,r 

' i %t^luloM »inU><ni« ;,,.», 

'■' t iirik% f, iM 

l-.r .Jrt.nhr.l I., ^}^r 

V!..<.i,r Si»,.., , ■■„h,,>i 

ihr J.., , ,1,^ 
« • " •■fu.initlrW - U 

■1. ixijiir.i. i.>, ,,r r»rn -.t.-rtr ^li.l^i 

I. I.,-I,»...r ..I US iMfcvl.r ihr 
/ •||irr ..ri.i» .. ■!. ihr m»ln.,;i„„, (..^ 

•-"•I'l -rvi.r.r ,„ 

"•• J'Mii...t»r» ..I ifip 

J''"K'«'n Hi.,. I. ,fc Irh.hi,^. 
' -'111 ■ "11^ .ii..nr, l...in »i.,,JriM* * 

« "^HM >lo;if>ournty 

-,1 i^^ 1,. 4mJ » ju.oi 

■ fl>> i^itfii t(.in«'iJiin(i 'H 

'''li' I. .!'.!» .,.,<c' lV,SO. „r 

in9,|.r II. (.tr ihtu il.irr .pittirra ,.f « 

,j..(Ja,. „; nit.tir, ,i,,, 

.ift,t.i;r, i#.J «„.l fcu^;„«i,nj. 1J„» .„( 
•oui... ....ui,) \,r (^.nlt*iT Id (he 

] ..ij.. .r» ..I !h<. ■(.fvj.K.ni Mrinr In 



It itii||Ki 

(\.|IUil,.kli 



[■'.■»»'* (il dtp {.i.itfriiii) 

S(il.»ri„ri,l» f„ iH^if 

» ■■■lir^tli.g ittr oltl Nt>Sl , 

I'l.-:-^! Aiui n>»,,JmR II »t »ii.ig,P», 
.'•iri..|p,| . driri.rtin,h<in 

^^i'lJM |.e n,,,|r I., ihr NPM (in.jjf,^,, 

^ '"'•it.i.jT * i,( ,1,0 i!ir ,,P,.,,U 

!.^i»u»r .Sr t*.rv „i.u»ii ti.. ,',,i«1,mIv 
.'.tdti. }>f I. (.!■„, adiiiiiiinrsii,,,, 
k«<l„lr.lj.r itt^K J„, ,r»,,nii»,hllil,' 

l.«|.r,..i«r .1,^) y..i,»,ilimt(J 
.OMir-'llff illhl ..|M« I.,., ,if.r«»*fT 

' •• » MMt# Itictl. Altif « 

oltri.ir: ni.l iuMi 1 ui, m (^^ , 

-•■it.MiiiR ling M>M. ny.iiir, 

^ Mi.i).ir ru^i iiiidlii „i,.,lvr * 

"'»t»|iarifc,ii, , 1,^.1 ,rir xrn )r*i- 

thr [n»i;|..iin.n4- Jr^rJ imping 
tJir aiiir.iai «liu. «tiiin t.f M>Sl (mltU 

Jl ll.^ r>.ffjirf 1^ niM IJiIWPunlih f-trntr, 



k uf 



ti. 



»iituii..i,,| .r»ir« «huk upi.li-i 



''•« fl<«lM I<«Kull lit 

.|iriii<«„ „, irf im.,»,,,irt 
t.-n. ilir MJSl SimmUi 

'* .r.i^ii.hr.l h., ,\\S 

<•« 0<. ifJ„.„U pi,i{ 

ti*"!! innlqi,! (.riirfl. i«rin» 

.f >:h,U.i »|-.,1 Jyp ^ 



«)>iii>tl«.lt 

.f I « i lini; 

' 

,tt<i4iii,t 

lUr t'SOf 



III 



< ..ligiCfc* iiii,;Kl Ui 
Ulihli KAftriiiiig (III} if,f, 
'» ^girrii.M.t jtuiht.iM, lJo( 
I tii.i) ,.y(' ^ 
am r»*ni I •ujj^jr,! \},^,^ 

K "«U <i" iriininani.n ..( r|i^r,i,,|,|^ 

}i Mff< .iiKi^fiii {,„,„ ks{i»»,im. ,),,. 
. Iri..» ul. ..f i.(,i,,Hi„^ i lnJii.ilH, 
I kiitl.n iiMiti' II It iiM lifiBiiMn I.) M«i 

• mil a.Mh.'.iU f>, »: W^^x ultlii, 

" 1. 1 Ihr p.i.rtt.in 

«rjniuii»ii«<,.| tall.rj il.au *ihr XlTS 
'••-jJf (1 '.,.i.t.J J.^ ,^„(,„ 1,1 
■'(':".,.,» I,. U„U "••.|,:„l»,blf (.„ 

.l'-......ii» u,,, . 

ihriu .11 «iili|?^l (o 



lii fvalniMii 



r««»Ri*tli 



iliinrfi »iAn 



•rl'i <i«J '.hr < p, 

I 1,1 dtuiJr (iii«|U 
<i|i«MUMC «n aJ({)iionitP 



ulrj.riuJri 



■r! •i,..|l,<.r f;r:,t,,. „^ J,,,.„.n m»V^rf». 
»'» i»*)!ir iirrlU i\f , ^iiu'r jitMUtll,.!, 
.ail 1.^ t,,,i.,„i„.ef J ,1,^ H'Vfinl 

■ '■"■'""•R .iirtr„.„,n. ,.i i«.» :,il.,Mv 

fli^a..in> tlri<i.n)in^iuin >,.U 
iriirtinai,,.,, |„ ,„|,^, »,„i|». jn^c 
«i'r»«iiirT mfdcik iiii^lx lirsi bf 
}...liir.l b, il,p (..ntr j;o,<»ui«»if 

iflll.UflJl 3, I |f,(»|»l ,K 

• limnnnr. ani} ibc irin*ui.lrr subjcci 
Ift Ihr >„t]H ,u{ln.til> »! ||,(. 

I FiTtVinAivIv I *ni ni>i 

rnir»,i|irJ J., ibr ,.„|. amirnnon 

filK.lll.U .,.,ur,.| <»iUo* 

^|'l'»"'«»t!> ibr t>iUi,% jio,.|ilr rrpi 
:h«l ihf .iMra ■ ,.U, ^ nRni(i,*,n 
"■'<• U» llif rn(iii,rm«>nt jif *»|.J»i»inJiJ 
"(»Httii!iu i^rt»il-'^i'u» .uih p« ih^ifcc 
''Knh or h«i |i..,,>..»rd <.>r 0-' 



it)rl>ii. 
Afltintl 

|>ii«»'r I 

t-.l.tri»r(J 



R'MUR tihir i>);rn<i<-« ibv 
y 'Jrirriiiiiic rlij^^ilii^ 
ittr OfUpt iiofij.lr 
»»j|li ili«. iiiit din)<'n%iMi>||] 
rh^iliilii, 1)10 li*vc j,o 
C«.*j.i-^J,.i till* ,ul<{p»», of ibrn 

Hiiiln Jii|i«n*it.ii«| n.iuriM* of \},^ 

l-iii»yi< t.| •rf'j.a^^if .Ifiiiriti*. ibrj 
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•^•••H 

I I.. ..|.«r< . .i-. i. >. .•..-«< > tU.i 

I ■ I ■ > > •■ < ■ *ir I I K .ila I < .(irt 

r .«!'• |i l«lt- oil ftii «itri.ial ■ ) . Ir 

. ■ t<- 1/ •>! !;<-l) !-.l .11 llr ^ 

«>i I:. .|r '•'•j.'figirnU Kul 

t>i ^..>i- , I ,,( 

Ill «l the «}>]>--il«iiiitttritl >•( 

. It|>il..l.l\ <tf t< ) iii'Mtlii n »iut 

t< ^tfii ■■■ t)ii>%r ««-|it!»l<' rif iltflitl 

«>>i>. !• ■ »ii |ir«i •i4t (Itr |ijtili(ul») t"'>' 
tii i« *i 4 !■>•« ft* If lut^ •« «lt 1(1 uiiliir 
,1. lilt . ilir r tf^iii |'la< t pi>Mi"i» «>( 
II* • //. I ti ^i♦ .111 I ..L, r f>f J' 
!•> ■■• -III .t .■«ii iikl . mil r i>i \U*\ 



•kg 4uriii^trk kiMitf 



. iitl .1 

• ■•■•I ■« «<ii\ «iit|t|r •■■k 

..I.I. .■i.^.lil.:^ ir.i » il.r I 

I I., r I t«-i> ir». . I.ri ., 
1. :.. .ri.. I 









On 




> j| t . [. 
1 . .iJ 


I'll 


« irf< 


•'• ' »{• 


( .1'. £ 















.1.. llir ,..| 
• Hi.-nijilnJ*' 



r.l ).< 



II I 



" ' ■ 

..'i . ,>.r.cii<<ii I.' 
.!> ,> ) I... r 



11. « 



I .. . ;h:-|i-..( \l :|t. (H r, | 

,1. ■ I 1.. . i:!.!-. II. II rr;i„ 

■I ■ •■ - • 'if ' 

\ . ... r,,-..>i. ,i;.„l ( >ir,-.r..i*^,i.p. 
. f fc-l.i... j;*.ri'-i i '-.iU in 

?f l{ ■ I.- ; 1...,. .!.■. r.l 1.. Hi-,. 

■t >t J! '-i "! 1-1....,., .vt Hf}. 

1 i ( ,. ,. !.i \l« V ».. . 
.... . ^.-.(..r 



Ilri «i . lO.tii 
fiftiiri liLii) Iti. 

1 1« *■ I .ig an a!tr tnaiit r iit «« 
.iiitiiklii.il h u »tt rtfiuftu 
I.I rli|;k|itlil> 
Ml (iir Imr »|.ii it thrmir • 

).t«<'i*^ l>jki *>m«t*rk of «<iiaitMlii> 
it'fniiiiaiiitn itt*v he l<^t n*vigltt it II R 
1 \fi |.ii<v«.* Id t.4> %ht h^fliiti^M 
Ir^uUiiv^l^ niitndfti^d (•iigibtliiy ul 
Hiii>ii4ii..ii» TIm)^ )ii4gntK(ic inv'toir 
iitt;i:.lui ^(1 by ll)«> ('tt«l((»*n of iho 
H.'u»^ t.iKi««iuin mikI lilt^i 

.>i^niii!i»"^ vfiv iuiif«ly w«Hi!«l hy 
vikiii'tr ilciiair »t ^li^idlc (nft(i<uli«>nt 
(■■> ! I.r IK M, |iti>^i am "«ii t «i (<« 

»ir. iial .. h.Mvl (kt i(rhr>r<l ii» *^fri 

l^'i'ii..') Ill ilir Viti aiiciicl t.itvj<«(i(>n Ai( 
..| i'X- tl ■ ' " " 

Nil. .i. Ml 



t'l-'IfVi. 
Ki.iJ.^... 



i.f , 



.i.i ■ , 
h^it.ilii 



' t ' ■ I ■ 



ptt In U(K. t«ni 
All * I'lituntr I 

:ir 1^1 Atiioirnt't 
' '.<ail'<!i< 1 ^('i>innMitKi\)in 
i.n * . tl fVH ■ trj»^l«i«*r 
. «n «ii'vr ihr [ii(>|ilrutt o( tti" 
r r» M>i^li«.|lcS »i hiM.lt. <h«-r. 

ilir taiiir (.aitatr* /V>! llir 
rii I cllr^^rt. ttir tiale ((.llr^<t. 
. I't^ itt ilitil\ •■ill^^rt* \i k 
I jail I iintoitiiK iliiuk ihrir 
li- I Hiltnivitil tiw* v<-i> pii<Ov«l 
tr if.r hti^r Kti' f iiAlivr i>> 

* \a:|.H..n*IK . I *v,.u|,i 5o»Vr 

III il'.f Ti-.>«! 'IritnAint I'f I'MituHirt 
I 'Kin li<-:-.;t)> ihr iiiit'-iOu( hi>n*»i ol 

. LiifniMiiij; \hr l-*>\»fr(ui (.hlinyial. »■( ' 
i^r 'W.'uae IilinAli:.n <li(i 1»Imm 
( .'iiiiiiiiirr \>tilt itif atlrf;AiM-ti4 mI j^Uc 
*.\0 IU(.,.ti «.n I'uI'Ik V.xniKinat 
■^^ l..»4i[« V. h M'niaiii* ilfop .lui 
ii3i.tii.« r^^d lui^K- itaiiMiiiie («rr 
i-Afir ^r)l \\,mu ilii.^r lididiilrd l>> ihr 
FT^ ]7> H'.rLi |luibu<l t<f lilt" |Flnp<fr(alv 
«il i. 

. Irt' Nr«lri»(t 4UI iif It K U''!. 
\ ii|i((i r«kiil an {) M*t» lt«i *Unii|Mr(l l<> 
>rrtittii/r (mIh i>ikr tfi itun (lir KirSI o( 
i'!'^>t>tl.tv' iM-.Mititiri» iilkhxrti l>> Till^ 
[V <.f iK(^ M>^li«M I Mui hiimd Am Ui* 

IV f rf|..i^,■ tnl III IfKtiiOdlilf b^TiWP ihr 
^i;(.i .iPMi'i'.trr iHi I'/^l»«'« I'nJ^iiy 
( ihu4l:»ii l*>t Matih ^U.(|U?S. t« ' « 
hi *hfi* ftnti 4*.>»i|iir}iri»nvp »U'ji 

W r I |{i-if'i| Mi^rrol K J«li| it'i^fil 
!iii h (III UjilrH 
(ill t. llti- « n t ftpri iHi 
^'H-'-K** c.f Sr.iiiiii 4.J.S((K3) 
iiiii^li ali;i( ali-ft III llir KlUlfk 
^.{ r< >n; adihiiKiisI rt'cfx.iititvklilv 
'-■'!li ii-p_*ni 111 \ii«au<inal k« linnls 
lia.ti ^ a«iili(iiii> I'L' ttf r k (.io 
f)iftin «-«tiu;)niiii ft* <|itliit- 
);tii«|tril (mni ihr li-^k itrnttDtiiidf; 
U:H-^i^fif III n.SM^KVl ^•^((ti 
i|< iiK ii>»i<itii iiM.t III Kt)!liri 



Il ( . 



(>,lu<<ii..n 
i) !U>ifti..i) «.{ (hf ii>(«F Iviior rai» >o 
Uiil n i«.iild |i« wdliiifd an *l 
If I ita(i< r i<> «< I i^ditKMoit (<> Vkkr 

intll «< < i>U(M l^tlllklM COITklttf i« ■ 

lion iif Uftiift(^i of <r«Uii« (lom 
uu*< < i<'-Jii«>(l m«nii*ii|in» nm pri- 
mMiily (l<>«ignf>iJ IP ♦x^aij 

bo }<MiV|<lltlg |iM.*|aai« u( vJuCA- 

iiun « Un h (>t>o(J L<» «>oiiXfi[ilbl« 
in(<i t icJiti Mpi^ioI'lA J<<f((o«« 
al intliiudun* \>*iiioJ> »r4 
■ •>^f (<<li(^J 
.1) A <o|n of lli<< l»iigu«g«< drkff<-J at 
i\tr ir<|ut>>( tif %rji|ititr Pvll 
d<^aignQil lO Pl<ivl<{r HtHiniltlitB 

\«iin t\ini^ niMitu(4< ul 
n^lif^l hv falMtititltiiig «n »ll«tn4- 
M\ o III «< « ir Jil|i(i<iit M ninV be 
urt rlnticnl uf rli(tilii(l() TitC 

E\ii j>or|.n>f » s\\ tKi» (An) (TiOpI 
(V'l k< tltiffUitilinC li^ny <>lh**l |i(ovttlua 01 
An ii)«M(«iimiiikI <lrliimion trquiifn^ 
»« I tnirttnuii liv *n «g9n< y oi 
A»ti.^ miii.ii rv<^ik){i«iird l^v 
('.>inii)i»»M>iiri k ixrv^kt^^^ rlriDrni 
• )f rli^ilul)i\, \\it- i Kunaw^yiont't U 
tutltdMJif'J III inirkKilip aaih 
irguUiMMtt rt»»\ >.f H^<■<•^•^iT) f«.r 
ihr rhiklilitlimrni ni Naiii>n«l Ad«itoi]f 

(! niitirr lilt lriaiti(u\ion4i Qutlit) *n<i 

(<i iijft l<<r «n *l(riiia<nr iMf ihnd by 
\\ liil'lx tui'h a i<A)uisUr i^«y l^C 
tMtitdrtt I'V «i] iiifclpiuiion »^ hirh 

(a) I* nol ■<iiri1it('d «n<l M<i a 
Dtxn<*i II! |Miii< \ v^ufii uul ^vt)}i 
lo l>f M<yrMiiirii: 
(10 bccri drntvJ ACi'rfiiiiMiign, 
(.*) b«k hkd Its m .'irdiiAiuip vx iiK* 
' ilii«v.n. 
^ (d) loi Kiiy 4-»u»<' ««ii»f«clgr> i^t 
lU^ Cnnimift»iourr doci n^t 
htv<i «cc««B (u «cc«-rdii«iiud. 
T!m» «licrn«t I in acrr«(hi«tiun 
, «n <-]^ii><ni <if rhf[ibiliiy niay he 
ksirdrd h) ibo intiiiution lUcU u( by 

(be purpMir of drif riMihin^ t'tigibdii) 
fdl kU IVitrrkl ttudfni k»Sk*ikniH- 
funds 

f^ont lukktm * 

I( IP 0* pi.iri'lrit& i<i pM'V Vi liir lovfcr. 
I<u( A( iin><>» • rM< V IrfiiCu^f^C of tti« 
OpUuk nrpuri tn tt I* t(i iiopr iKki the 
f rilridl liMilr Cuniiiii«»iun "i<iuld 
iti(if<- iiprn" m lift (joMlinoa Oir 
I III II sr (.|iv ri tiinr It I Opf t niKiJtS 

(! ntiKcc bun fiu^f^f mtd (!iinii4iy 

l«i Jaittrt Kfifinri'» (biiiicbtiul ic^lcv 
of ilic ()il»ii» Hcp'Hi lit Th<- Chri/tMtU 
of fl-yfirr Uo alwn (Ajiii) It. 1075) i( 
>*.. lit rii\ (■(.liKuM. ' )b<> supfrAciki 



ERIC 



251 



■ hiiM f( tl|# it»»i., >.i>rlli«ihil# 
«<rititnn)»iiO«iiiiiii i\ti Miiiiiniikii«ti»'^ 

\-<>Uti*|>libn J.ii iiui^iMiirnuiiiiri <nio « 
f**iitiit I'urr i)int«nti..it«{ t»urM u( 

ituii MttM«i««< Kiiriit<^i n)«> l>« 
f<»ft, in iHm tiiDK oio. ih«t "jol out 
m«.ht i t *»o:th ■■ rctMiiih mil (tM 
Hrhvc liir Ofl»)t4 ltr|>.<rt 

|t»»r (It k<<tt 

l.riKi*. 1 «t , I, iHu.nXiuMijt 



^^{...►l I itiijit i*(f,|iu whki t'kkAiod tii 



t\^0tgl»ht t0tult of St«l, «wMuM(>. 

ih* ttaJklianal trtdapifitdftnt 



»4i</. 

TA» A#I4 /t7fr<6>|vr I) t„( 



\ I Ni t rut .^i M Aim.Ns 

[^^ 

I'.. TitM <-r»iiy itl Ni.nli ^ariitiiiii 
(!}i«f|(iiio 



(itttitlt it) «U><U«irk t'lWRrd ar«fft^,i4 

>!»»/« |irf •o. tti«««f^yr:. Irliio in»ncp 
tffrvm Hi h^vf (*k<*n ,n t^r 

(I •ittT.n tHikPn i.n ihr i tvhuh I'SOt 
■ lit Mb <pU{(tin»tirps hr 

Kit. in Ihr hctfuining til itna pr.ijot i iho 
iuivr* kt«(f ^,o>ittt>n h».. hcpo one 

r«ltAhi^^ uf>t>n Ki t fri|it«tM>n Yol, nii 
• i>iltirir rr« iiilin«rnilMi iiii|« fOg«rtting 
•>ltt«>r ((^^tiirt lit hp tdnttjprpj >ti 
rlipihilir> ^rt^rnitnAtiiin hA><i brvu 

fi-riKi iMT)tltt( 1'*^ "X^r nc^-* KVg'gV^tKiM 

It Mi« «lipr<)HU' rttuit* lo rligkhtlitr 
«hi'-.>uh thr "aprwAl ;>rivAtr i.t.nmtii ' 
tri . t.itt it.it ,11-1,. aff* ni. r^**! 

^lilti-frTiir ir. m »< I rf ({Million, hut 
i*thr>f ittili.airk >ini> dttfrrrtii 
nullity 

IVrh;3|.« lh« m^.i'ir truf rptri i4lli>n 
ihrti mat I»r gAinffj (r«»tn the tlutiv i» 
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Mr. Fulton. Thank you, air. 

I hovo read the administration's proposal on elinniinating accrodi- 
, tation as an element of eligibiUty. It raises two questions. Will the 
ehgibiUty system be any better and Vill the justifications offered 
by 'the administration in support of such a ix>licy maneuver stand 
the scrutiny of truth and dollars. " * 

I will use one small examplo. and I hope the comiT)ittee will 
possibly, through its own staff, the GAO. ' or the Congressional 
Budget Office, ask some serious questions. 

, The statement the former -Secretary claimed this proposal would 
save a million dollars a year. I read the testimony today, and I 
understand HEW now claims that it would save half a hiillion. If 
there is g 100-percent variation in the estimates, I suggest maybe 
some other questions, shguld be asked. 

I would suggest that -we also should look at the net cost and not 
merely the reduction in cost of a .particular function." There are 
tht)8e who would estimate it would cost betwben $25 million and 
$100 million a year to providet^the same sei-vice through the States 
t.haf private accrediting agencies are now offering. This is a serious 
oliey proposal. It changes the whole system of -eligibility, and I 
opo that such a serious proposal will have additional hearings of a 
specialbiQd nature on this. N 
^ In sub&ta^nce. what we have is a th'ree-way systern of A. B, and C, 
the States, the accreditors, and the Federal eligibility people all 
playing a role, not because they are all good, but because if they 
each are involved, the incompetence of the other fellow can some- 
times be shown up to the advantage of the system. 

It 18 just like I happen to believe that there are two sides to the 
Hill. ,and there are two sides to the aisles. Similarly, I believe in a 
triad system of eligibility, because of the fallibility and all the 
human tailings that can be involved in the flow of Federal money. 
1 mean that very sincerely. 

Now, as far as accreditation goes. I would say it wasn't accredita- 
tion that led to the problems of the Wost Coast Trade Schools; it • 
wasn't accreditation that led to the FBI taking over the Dallas 
regional oflice of USOE; it wasn't the accreditation that was the 
last to act with the Lacazo-Gardnor Schools here in Washington. I 
can give you ap example right now of why I think it is important 
that those throo oloments bring pressure to boar on each other in a 
sense of creative tension. 

1 don't think everybody should love each other. I think they 
should keep each other honest. I represent an" accrediting agenc/ 
that 18 dealing with a title III institution that is in a tragic mess. 
Hundreds of thousands of dollars have, been poured into this insti-' 
tution, and it is -about to lose its accreditation. The State has done 
nothing, and the program administrators in the Office of Education 
ftre not about to do anything'despite their rhetoric about stamping 
out fraud, error, and abuse. ^ . 

The accrediting agency is going to act, and when that element of 
eligibility is gone, then the question of eligib.ility will' emerge. For 
purposes of Title III only it may be timely to provide the commis- 
sioner with additional waiver authority in section 802(a)(2). 
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' The queslioti then is, does the administration 'really want to 
prevent fraud, abuse and error, or are they once agahv convicting 
the duck of not being a swan?* 

In Mr. O'Keefe 8 testimony on paj^e (k he says, "Third, the pro- 
posal gives thel^^'Cd^ral Government not private entUies reBponsi- 
bility for monitormg institutional management of dollars/' Theix 
monitoring is only 4 yeara late in admitting th6 NDSL mess w^hkh 
my paper identified in 1975. 

Now. aside from the fact that we have the VA system befor^^ us 
without even the fiction of the State approval agency, what we are 
looking ait once again is a diversionary tactic. I have heard this 
routine time and again. In 1972, then Commissioner Bell stood up 
and said, ''We, have very little authority to affect in any way the 
eligibility of a duly accredited institution. " '■^^ 

In my paper I have docuoientqd in the general education provi- 
nions of the law and in the title IV programs statutory citations 
which then existed, which were then not used by the program 
acfininistrators in the OfTice of Education to monitor and to oversee 
these programs. 

We don t need n^ore legislation - My queation that I raise with the 
committee iti if A, B and C are the system, and A and B are not 
doing their job completely, are they going to do it any better if you 
kick out 

Those are my concerns, I do hope that there will be additional ' 
hearings on a matter so serious as this. I appr^^ciate the opportuni- 
ty of sharing these views with you. , - j 
Mr, Ford. Thank you. ^ , 
Mr. Saunders? ... ^ " ^ 

STATEMKNT OF ClIAKL^S SAUNDKRS, VtCK IMU:M)i:NT, 
AMERICAN COliNdK^O;^ HDUCATION ^ 

Mr. Saundkks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would lil^:e to defer 
comments on the accreditation issuos, if you will, and^address sopie 
of the concerns of the institution-based higher odu<?ation aasoci- 
ations, with the voice of the regulator seen in proposals of the 
administration for institutional eligibility and student information. 
Because my remarks will be' critical with respect to details, I would 
like to say ^up front that we certainly support qnd strongly support 
the thrust, the direction of the administratioh^ y:itteftomuiendations 
in both these areas. We, in general, support the codiHcation re- 
quirements for eligibility, and we strongly endorse as far as stu- 
dent information provisions go, thq administration's two principal 
recommondatiotis, that \B\ to make the student information require- 
meats a prerequisite of institutional eligibiUty instead of a use^^o 
which administrative cost allowances nnlst be put and make s\xch 
information available to all prospective and enrolled students in- 
stead of simply those requesting it. So we do support those primo^T 
' thrusts. ' ^ " 

I wrould just like to focus attention on some of the details of the 
dratl legislation which give us some seinous concern, and they are 
details, but they aVe serious to the higher education community 
which feels very oppressed already with regulations. 
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Our fii-st concern is the lunguagc- in the pToposed administration 
bill thut institutions must osLablish a tuition refund policy that the 
Socrotary determixies to be fair and equitable. 

■ I apeak with som^' frustrtttion, ijecause we have been fighting 
what amounts to a guerrilla warfare with the administration over 
the last 5 years on this issue. The first week I was on the job at the 
American C^ouqcil on Education 5 years ago. I addressed a letter to 
the Omce of Education, objecting to their proposed regulations 
regulating fair and equitable tuitfion refund policy. The department 
inainUnned although they gave no reasons ancl had no facts or 
unalvsis to show that this was a problem, that they wanted to 
regulate institutional^ refund policies, and insisted they had the 
legal right under the law to do it, which we disputed. 

Congress spoke on this very clearly in 1976 -in specifically reject-' 
ing a provision which would Kiavo allmjj^d the Commissioner to set 
lair and equitable refund standartts. TO conferees decl^wred in the 
committee report on the 1!)7{) amendments that thfey had no inten- 
tion that fhis requirement be used to justify Federal regulations 
specifying the exact criteria that institutional refund policies must 
meet. This made no difference whatsoever to the Office of Educa- 
tion bureaucracy. They continued to maintain that, regardless of 
what the Congress had said, they still had broad authority and 
were still gomg ahead and regulate tuition refund policies. This 
subcommittee. I know, is familiar with the ins and outs of that 
battle, and it wa^j with the help of this subcommittee in calling the 
attention of the Assistant Secretary for Education to the legislative 
history that finally regulations itHliis iirea last year were stopped. 

At that point, some rationality entered the picture, and we en- 
tered into negotiations with Deputy Commissioner Kornfeld. He 
undertook a study oftlio problem, which showed, in fact, that it 
vyasn t po much a problehi as '«i matter of many institutions around 
the country having various different refund policies, and there 
seenred to be no commonly understood criteria in the community. 
Leo Kornfeld challenged us to come up with our own stanriardfi. He 
indicated his own feeling that the Federal Government Shouldn't 
regulate m this area, and 1 thj.nk one of the things I am p^-oudest 
ol on behall of the higher education community over the iaat fe.w 
years is the way the community responded. 

I would like to' submit fpr the record, Mr. Chairman, the front 
page load story in the Chronicle last week, which tells this story 
about the eflorts of the conununjty Jo „reguhfte itself on tuition 
vetund policy. That article, incidentally, ijucludes a very relevant 
quote from Leo Kornfeld. in which he said; • 

. There 13 nv question in my mind Mini the refund (whcy standards thnt the 
National Asscxjinlion of College and University Businoss Onims and the American 
council ol Education have plit out are eigiiincantly better thmi tJ\e Fodoral Govern- 
yient could ever put o\it-. They are more equitable, thoy are mofo procjlicnl, they uro 
more livablf. and thj> elTcct is we are not going to put onl regulations on refund 

[WllClCS . . • 

- negotiating in good faith with the department, 

and I have^no question about the good ftxith of -Mr. Kornfeld. He is 
an honorable man, but I. wonder what is happening in the depart- 
ment when they trot up u few wooksJater ^y^th, language declaring 
that the beerotary should'determine what fair and equitable re- 
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fund policies are and force all institutions to go to the Secret^\r)/ 
and say would you tell us whether our policies are fair and equita- 

hior ' ;^ 

I think this is very disturbing, and our proposal is simply that 
this subsection strike out relei-^nco to the secretarial determination 
and maintain, as currently understood, that the institution shall 
establish and maintain a fair and equitable Refund policy. 

I also have a question on this issue which I would like to raise 
for Mike O'Koefe, while he is here, because under this institutional 
eligibility provi3ion in the depaHment's testimony last weeki page 
28 of the Secretary's statement, it says that the "institutions will 
be required as part of these, conditions to report their dropout 
rates'* and in page 40 of the appendix of that same statement, says, 
"The Commissioner will undertake a study to determine minimally 
acceptable dropout rates which would then be incorporated in 
standards for eligibility/* 

Now, I find no such reference to standards in the draft legisla- 
tion, and it is, as I say. a little curious or questionable as to what 
the administration is after here. I simply suggest that whatever 
they are after, it is wrong. 1 don't see that there is a national 
problem of dropout rates that we have to get evei^ institution 
reporting to the Federal Goveriuxient what its dropout rates are. 1 
would submit that dropout irates will vary according to the \yve of 
institution, the economic conditions of the region or local ca90imuni- 
ty; vary on a lot of different grounds, and the idea o.f having the 
Commissioner or thev^ecretary establish a national standard for a 
dropout rate is educational idiocy, it seems to me. » 

I just have a couple of comments on the studerrt; information 
provisions, and I did want to call your attention, as f say, to the 
regulatory mind at work. If I could call your attention to page IV- 
F-7 of the administration's proposed language, subsections (I), (J), 
and (K). I haven't mentioned in my testimony i3ubsection;(I), which 
says that the institution shall accurately describe special facilities 
and sei-vices available to handicapped students. I don't see that we 
could object to tins, except to ask Why. I would presume that any 
institution which has ^One to the trouble of arranging special 
facilities- and services for handicapped students would 4^ their 
utmost to call their attention to it. But this places a new Federal 
requirement on institutions to call their attention to it, and it, in 
. effect, places institutions in a double jeopardy, because now under 
section 504, they have to make facilities availalikj, and this new 
regulatory provision implicitly says that ah institution could spend 
thousands of dollars on the development of special facilities, but it 
still could have its Federal funds cut off if some bureaucrat doesn't 
like the P,R- it pufout to call attention to the facilitij^s. 

Subsection (J) -tho institution shall accurately describe whether 
or not it offers a course or courses of study intended to prepare 
students for a particular vocation, trade; jirofession or career lield, 
I call attention to the languid ''whether or not/' It apparently 
won't )be sufficieigfcto the bureaucrats at tlie Office of Education 
just to describe fl^'ses that do prepare for career fields; you are 
going to have to describe the courses that don't prepare people for 
a career fioUl I can see the institutions submitting catalogs idonti- 
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^I'lX nothing to do with anything whatever and 

which course .s valuable as training for an occupation. ' 

Educa ioTuH^'^.^S^ example of busy work in the Ofllce of 
Education. It doesn t do anything for paperwork, either 

comtf^'TfT ta ks .about providing ^>lacement data for all 
C0U1-8C8 of study leading to employment. This is an attempt to write 

e ?r cXf tSn wTh' ^f^'^^-'^^' ^ut. which are 'mucirfess 
wJtK f ki nrr vV?i .^^^ "^"^h communication back and forth 
Td f .^''^ Education over the years, and the Office conc^u? 
ed that where an institution didn't have accurate placement data 
t could use regional or State, or national datl S proposS 
an^uage would require the institution to nrovide data on where 
their students are em,ployed and what salary they are geUinI 

foi ttlnf it"'it"is'n . ^'^r this dat« they s'oe ne're^ondu?; 
loi getting It It is meaningless; it cou d only be obtained on n 
vo untary btisis. and any data whfeh could be derived would bJ 
when\t rrr'''''T.^' ^-^^ « °f ^his a coiple y^ai^' ago 

Ta^eS i wouS m-oLh?"''';°" ^^Is. which iS 

t^ .^ i ? P^^h^^V cost every institution an average of $10 000 
to conduct sucA a stuJy and to process it and provideTnformS 
wh,ch wheti Hnally obtained, would be meaningless 

bb I simply conclude. Mr. Chairman, that these are frood exam 
pies of th.> concerns that the community has with tieC^ulatorv 
mmd and busy work, and we see no reason for including? delS 
new requirements like these on every institution Tn the c^unt?v7n 
atnilniir^ator'" '''' '''' '^^""^ propos^lsTom^/ie 

(The mformatibn referred Co above follows: 1 ' 
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I . IntfCUucloaftl EUfttbiUry ( Sec ^92) 

\\\l9 le a roflsoottbie codification of renulteei*io^|#*wlth ono glaring 
exception: tlio provldlon of 5ub>»ftctlon (3) that. Instltutlone o^tabllob a tuition 
refund po^Ucy "thAl th« S«(:ret*ry d<ttcrtnine« to bo fulr and o<|uitabl«." 

Wo propose tiiAt this Subsection rond oljijpiy: "Tht: l«atiUuClon 3h<ai 
oatabitah Aind maintain a fair f ^Qd eq Ulti^blo refund policy tooc«irulng otudont 
tuition and other f*<ft8-" 

Congrc^on oprtciflcftj^ rejoccod a provlalon author iKlng t!\ti Comniloalon«r 

to oet critorlA foi "fair and equltwbltt" refund pollci«a in 1976. wlion tho co\ifor00H 

on P.L, 94 -A 8 2 agrc»^d on oub^itituto lAUguago COiiulring Inrttltutlon'b to pablirth 

J 

. laforoiAtlon about th«ir refund policies. Thu Conf»irBi\c« Report (p. 201) d«clar«d: 
"Thn mnnagore ot;»Cw that ch«y do not Intend this n«w rt^qulrtimtint to bo u«ed to 
justify f4d<uai r»igulAClo\\8 specifying the #xa«t criteria inot ituLlonal rrtfund 
polict^a wuat CBoet." 

Thuo CoogrosiH rocognixed that tuition r*fund policlftO aro ai^lncit Itu Clonal 
(not a fcdoraU rooponolbll Ity. Th«! highoi education community ha»J worked for over 
;i voaf CO dovoiop )juldolln«!i tor. mcuriag VQ8pon»ibllity whlc:h couXd be nccQptcd 
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throu«Kout tl>« c..w.»„Uv. Vo Btvo 1 1,* S..retary f K,dga.o,u In UUo «,tr.cr. 

tUc AJBil»lair»tl.>a ,.cop«c,a. >«v,I.l o<,b.u«g» , .u.cablv ouccouot of fore by tl.o 
(.OoiraunUy lo tagulatu Uootf. \ 

M.J •ndorao ch« Adminlat ion' » ,>rU>cl,.ol rccouxaondat tono . qo ...oko cho 
»Cod«,nt l„fon»«Uon r«^olr«»«nt. « pr^ro^ulaUc for l„»c Uot lon»l oUglblUy (Inocoad 
of ,l«,,ly » „ao to which 9d„ln lat rat Ivo coat ,aowm,c«3 b« pot), nnd to mnkft 

«uch lafor„,«tlo■^ ,v«lUbl« to ,U proe.p,ctlvo and snroUod gtudonCo (lnsco,d of only 

Wo oppoao cwu u«w roQu 1 roojonC « cho Adtutn Ut rue Ion lo propootn^ in 
t'Uuwco (.1) and (K) . 

AO drafc^S. (J) 3«erao to roquiro choc InacUutlon^? idoot If y vhich coutyoa 
ic otfmo CO pccpara «tudonC3 for a protosolon or caroor fi«ld. and which ic offors 
for no practical roaoon wMcovor. W« aoo no raauon for iiuch burcaocracXc l.uru«loa. 

CUuo* (K) oo«i«^ to bQ an gfi'ort to wilt,^ Into lixu curranC cogular.ion« 
roqolrlng nlmuni pUcoaicnc data for couro«» which tho Inst.Uuclon cULms prepare 
acodont^ for a pnitlcuUr f Uld . tt lo much more ro&trlctlvo than current 
roaoUtlono. which p«nnU Cho InatlCutlon to provide roglonal or nociooAl 
cwplorwanc data whon oCi t It* t loaU y mcaninaful d«to conftot bo obcalnod from 
own aluraal. The. Unguago as draftod la cxcftoslvc, unrouUadc, and «iu oaflou«blo . 
U would force InotituClons to a^sc Mp coacly pvoc«duro9 for s^ui-voylng alumni on 
ch«.lr -employment .ind aalary, wlchouc ^ny axp«ctaclon choc the, d.itA obcalu«d would 
hav« any otat t«tUur val Id Icy . HEW hart ptov Ulad no rrtn«on« for l;npo9lng ouch a 
dublou^ togulatory Qx«rcl!i«, and w« Iwiow of non«. 
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THE gHROmCLE 

of Hi^hor Kducalion 



Lcliiaition rVssociacioiis Mo\x to Ease 
<• ^Hea\A Hatur of Federal Goveniinenl 



\liri<i}Mi!ij( I,, MitiTj .,f( {iiifir 

„ .,1. rn.tiii\rif 

•<( (•'-.»« olrt Id. M^.iitiii iiiit.iu 



I\ .4til 1 l«iftr !( i I 



1 



ll.llt 1 M>II«I( 

The iin* *h«AUt hii pAiO -in 1 h« 

1 ifft, r •»! k-Ju\»iM«n f>»«i lit pt^sfrj 
i<-fiiM.|\ «\ 11 h»0 (i^vn |it«inniitj (n Jo 

V ti \ rac()mnndnO ihat in\<it<initn\ ii| hi^^h 
ri f Jiii^ ^iiiAn \<>«k > itn\ii(n«f > ic \ m iri« 

>hA(yQ\ «nil fofHi>'l \ir>u(Uf«\ 

iti.t^aw till \t.,Jf<ti\ r>i pjrfrtu vwh.i 

iftirik r \t.<p|iitn\ (»*tni jti ii^^ri:.jnon \ 
nuht.l^rtj -crnnit r^itii^t tttn^itj hf /itdilr 

up«t<i<r\ ifif rii^i-tv«« ,trri.c>i> j>ii>iip 

I k\i;n( il nr t t(ii\ •iiitfi An>1 \*-^ ti'. 'iihci 
»i\«it i*li«>n\ hjvif »ppn>voJ iho 8y.\J\,'lin* \ 
<fi .?l<iAJ\ Ami -mI! <-n\(mra{f 'rt^n tntrp 
■ h< I \ ii^/ (i>l!ii*« : Jipd! 

1 hf Uiii»'. MiJCfn^O! t«n k-in* iplc\ iit 

«t> r^Himpni (oik(i<"- tiimf i«i thr *»ci»* 
•n .»hii.h ihv V Ainrgt^ t oiniitl Mulu » 



, riiUt ihji i! Sjd .If ir, ((tj «th..«ll« .lutn 
>*-i< f>rihx.<<if h. \<.ni€ in\MTM<ii»n> 

i: «f»* fuKii'vinj f^r^i pnn.iptc i.>( 

ff. f .iif fn*n« {>> X i.Uey^t <nj notv ri itt 
N.imi . tivtn . k ountf|.u> »r« pf|t(r\ 
inc»'(»<;i .if ih«if intiii.]iii>,> . ><»n 
^> pfi»l«\\mniiK :h^. rccfivc r<fTiiincr» 
tmn iin • H \«(ai « f Mih«r than . (.m^TM « 
-.Kir, .i( iii.nu» !>a>vil Mil '.hf nutnhci .>( 
\v.lljtinl^ (ei.<Mitikti 

vaini .«iiitM . duit^ifioi \ M(t fonhitghi 
41UI J^t.u<a(t in.t |iv« X i>nirtCh<»rt\r v« 
'H(*«r Ofiai i»>n in prc\itniinp |hci» ■■itiiio 



Th* i««U nl tfif ^.iiO(*<inf> -.id .ijnii.tion^ 
■ n.l i.fj i(<itiutin£ tiu.lrni ^.h4<9^f ipprCir 



\ Ihifd pnn. i|ilc ih«i -'»\uMHi.'n« 

itoKI .lair Icailt ihf jpptii. iiion pri. 



,1. . 



1 now \i»ifrticn< Ocv<i.ifM;0 h« 
lh< \m<>(K'tn \< ^.>t, )»1ion .i| i .•>>4^t«l<r 

ihf N9tiu*nBl ^ witLialiun ot \et.<ini1ftr v 
\%.fii..ii INinMpaU fhc fiM.^iil dif«i.i.»f^ 
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f lij^hci -Kducalioii ( ;n)(i|)s Bark St^ir-Rcguladon 




I'lt.t.ni ht }«.•> mn% tt 

.... ..i.nt. '..1 • .... K 

• II. » ..I.I 4 #.#■>■ »tf ' •! <l na 

^ — " ■ .-.0 

■'.t tl..u, ,S,,i.. .. .ft,. 

- ' -Li , «^ 
«ft i.f^.n, 4111.. ^r,lC' i4«» St 



t^t^ 4 -J 



t «n 1 .Ik. «i 
141.... V .11 



1 ' .>.. Ct.i.vi 'h* S.» ^^„. 

' ^'••t I l...t>«.l.tt 

no . ..lltftt «iHj ih« S4 



•«•••• -.t^ 4.C 



^h«i>ll«y> bvjovTt* Q«tU««i 



I ' '4. .h( tjj40 ' . v>w 1*0 

t»h«.i nc 4 . ««i 4|,i _^«|^«, 

I l>».>r.«,| n.ulv* r»« .!»:n* 

"••^ ♦•J *i ^t fVJ .( t(«c*^ n«i 

I. *omi<>itii4i.irt ktm(iit..t.n4 
• t>iiui «rtsi „s* h4in| .t,int . .:i 

.|««.|n«.i V, '.,ip ,.v«i,I.B,.(i ht t) 
'wit if h, rmt.u»B 
hOut*««>ii »nj ,>ih4i 4t|iK.*iii>ti 
««Miii>t I -J>«^ .i4 rtfuiJi:i.in ri .« 

ih« ..•ji||itt.^ih .11 tn t«ili«i .wm.n.i 
•«t .to t«;i >tflu<t!i.H^ ^t«1lvti i.ihn 

>4t.Kiii-i." W I «tlt[>«»J4 n. t ,i;ltf«* 

Mlh.hjjh .h* ti.>'ui>i,it .VA (4|(i.n,|, 
JtJ n.ii *rr«a< -.. ht "uth • 



^.I'.i'nt MiliiiA'.^t; 

■ttnttft i^tiivrt n II 4 

^t\ii (UXiVliK .A ihtl. 11,11, .11^, ., 1, 
Ift .n»ii;j,i <v»»;ii- I,.... K, , ,,,, 

«.'ih o jtUni I 



»'^9l I ■ -.tC ir«t "I*! :■. 41 

»t(f >*|,i.«ii-.(. '.ao 4» ■•tf..i. 

■ iitn n. iitc ^i.^iinm^ni ih^i ,,^4 
i:«*.l»«.«» 'i... <t»'r.* = tO ■•.'.i». A in>,> 
•^r .«tl = !;rl..-r 



• tio(H.t| . tt{ui. t'ntmt 4-t u 

f..,l. 15 ,,4rtll,l.l, 
.».■( I I K N4»*t l..»l.i,i 

I -'"^ » .<>lct«« 

••^« '^l •>'■. •* •» I^H'.,. 

i«i»i -.,1 ,4»>> . .111,5, 4j«p. 

ti^fn ... .It ( 
• P0'''««0 r.,.1,1 . ,l4l».l',«<\lt 4,»| 

i».<;«M't«i .rui 4.ti.i„it.,f.: 1,1 t,,i 

..Ji..in .»! f «M I nt 4,1... 



■ »^'< 

dtU4*At AiO P«O(*0l« 

ih4 ifW in J«t»l(toicf r><>ii\iplei 
P. .>ir>ti |i.t.ir>t .» 4 ■•*•■* ;,, 

^.«- t 4 1 -.XV I unjf rlHI\cn *»* H 

»M* iin >»Si:, h .It, •»nKi*.i..o* j<t 

lufHJi n>l>«if irt4 g.i-«>nm4M 'I'n 

,H^•■ pf OfM It .n - itlvf iFif 

•ij wfttifi 4tr«»iJv ,t .teat K ■«fvl»i 
tJ ht ih« l«0(l!kl r.n.«nr V i 

ii.ll * d.i ,\p(v.ir\unii k liti tillf <«fvU 

tat .la « t l>i;>tii J 'n^.^nAl f.i- ^t*\i:n\ 

.iifteo -I'h (h» 
iitiii«* .vf «iij^4n. JO ,>f .ntJit ,ilu«i 



;ii«m .^« t***ir»i ift I'J -rit 

|0««in «iuO«>«: a^«itt,tntt 

ftiii '.>vvi .,1 l^, ,.14 ,,f ,14, , f 

pr<t>0«M fttf t^uOcnl ifTsti* <ti4 ri>|, 

■-•I "It fit , ■.■mrtft>:i<i huf 

!i ••Iht in« c>ifl, 111 4(.,J 

r :f„ 

■»'4'«»rvfr««n( ,.f J.. .i.„i'ui.><n * ^n»cl 

.Ml .>..l .Trt..:^., \i, H rtkrt t...i 

1 nir.t. 1 h, nt«i>ii«' i. ill |tr .)ii>pi 4 
11 .(ur«:iitni aiT).iit| 4ilmin.|ift 
'11. w>.l »JO."t <.'.*i . .«».u„| 

*! < t'lii.tf .1' w<( tr.i.n 
I . v-...ivpi4m(,.. .»..»,.. 
"in. 41 \t» ' I i Kr>ji,s, ,ai i .^, 

■»-C:'ll ■« .tf.jl.ipm^ ■ «tll." ff.'^fll' 

/II...'* I..' ..!<r«t r-i«t.,lt'. . 1 

ivirti^<n>« 'tvii^niir i^i» . rT\p«.M >i>ti,', 
if 4)0 *.im« iri«t .•' '»tf urtic 

"nt» in^.OwiJ «i.t ■. fr^i.n.ii.i 



■ .. l.lll.,«.l,, 4 .Irtt^l, v.. I ,,. 

.H** . ...» ... S,.,. 

.<r>Oi>« t tflf tMidt rf.i 
.t «.in< 4inin|| «iu )I'>M 
1 '<t. i-.». Kr /i„„< .1 a ,t, hi>,, ,1 
• ttit.4n\« iwAi*. I i^t.. 4 J<. tl.ifv 
•ntfs 'I p..n, ,Bi4) ,„J VI, II 
Khfat i-u. .1 .» •n-..ili,. «t,.i,,,i, ,.| 
Kii. .fit I, (ui, !,,■<. in ..fV4>>i4 

i*...*^«t«l •( ... .....|„,, c^mfMct 

ino .i\« iu.o.«. .f ti|*r«.t<<. f.sy.! 
P<..fi«.n> utt^ !«. .n,i.;u....n» fc„ 

f4\ >.ivm ^''''f^l n<«» II.' t» r'.s ti«t\ 
i.ii .tt.vit.,<|, »iuO«Bi (Mt.*n.«, tr»0 
• .<«' .>>M.tt(l>n( 4i>>] r>t« «in«ni 
> f<\*:*\ ,,Hjt ..f '*ii |'i4,;. < 
.l<»it.»tJ ; SUP THiiliHn.n* itM«u 

<fii>,v«(! r.» ir,v \ . , tht ^ .««{» 

.I> ClMI,«l>.nO*.. >.Mt.<<lt|I.MV 

'■.>r»' \,\«i4. k,nnot:\ •Jmiiv.»if *i,rf « 
'01 htn^ixf .M •«,,>,....», «,i| s» 

i>v^.lt^td .;» iri« ttu« ii 

^! lii .oti«||<i tiKi .ini« «i «.(.,« 
\«» li V?>ft.*»« «ii«i««o flu^ »hw 
\0.;40 l| 't an .i.p. i«t ,>uy ,(^1.. 

'» 1.1 ».^p4..*J I, !■.««[)« 



t^rii •ttl4nil4 in>| .h« ■iti()>.44 kn..< 

•I td'^OarOt mj i«<.it.oi«t t i<ii ^ 

|Vt»iui« ,in ^<>^lm^m^ .1 .«»p,«d 

l«..n^ hin^t '.^hi W4 ir.uolO h« Jcal 

.j'orti nvihin ni«.t,i 

i«4u:i .'..i.n 

iiin -h-i.' j.tn 1 < « msnt<wi •hf •T\y,u\ 



^.il ii: itt.H .jil.in 'tJ|.J«: « 44 

• In'jM.in ..Mj'l ttioji), ciJg-.« ir., 
im,.uni »f 4>tv4<rtin«rti '«-|uj>ii.>n 

,in «n«<riai 'h, tiii-,ij( h4i 
-*.ii ■.. t«4 ,.»,( •|u(b,,xJ 
' ■ ^.i«] II vtui .»n«K« .h^i4 ,4 

>it t(ni->ipri«i4 nl n\ni ',.^1 't.M .,, 

••->tr neat f ill, ,t«ii{tl^ n ,h«|fl, 



i«|^« If 



I-.. ..J .,{. ,»„m iir 

! hwiK .^..c nt > nvtt 

fcfit'e .,if .4. ,, 

>ji»-i,tti« .>j.*03i.lt .1*1 , ., 
« -ifc ,.i *ij..if,i4 ... ,.,4 
-""« .!,iJt.T» 'v. ,|., 

'Ici ,1 ,*it ifri» .»» ><n0<iviii iviiK 
tn.i i.. . .luni ifiii I . it.i .p»sv 

iif >U'n« i tfuA^i 

i^irt 1 iM.ik li^t 4irn4f oil, 
iflf HJ .H p%ulfti..in 1 .lo" ■ 
h.i.V that .»<jf fn^fTirij/^ i#^.(.,,n 
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Text ol Guidelines ori Refunds of Student Charges 



<A 'MlllNllllKf 

/<)//.*Mf<i^ It lAr ff\t ,1/ i^rnfuil 
r^Jh \ i.Uffrh'Ux ^t^'t Hrftttui .1/ \hi 

t>m\rruii tfuUttfii Offitrfi HnJ rii' 
♦/i>/«4»(/ hv Ml/If turxutitf*\thtni 

11h« 9»v4MiliYg htwid of the tni|{ 
(uilon xNoulii tt'-\cs<t hitii nppiov^ 
ilic >iK(N)ultf i,( *\\ intilluHunnl 

inoi (iin^f(|uei^r4t (i> \l»t(fk-iil\ (ten ' 

"HkJ*. fwiclnit inU rcfun»r polii ir\ 
^fmirW i«iClvr IttmrO .itln-tHon .loj 

O lnMhul»o«> Nhii»»M seek coiivrm 
^ ct vJcws ill ihc pitHr^» erf 

*l>n in^thoii'inMl fumis fy*- ulllniMtr)) 
«he ^«>lv reiritiuilMlnv the Inxidu: 

Uinm H^wfvcr ctii^!itkm«t eniKviVi 
do ofrecl i}cri>tt>n »ynkii>||. hhJ in 
v(»|vin| cm)MjMt*r'( in drt'Uioo msk 

Mudetil ne«ilt ami c>i-«Uft| puMic 
iiWKi«iiess of InMHiill.iniit itiquiK 

lnslUui(»n^ ^houfi,! (MlliM^h « cUi> 
t ) itiu whiMJolr itr »U sludcol 

flit MuU chAlgfs ilirii i(liit«ii icriinit 
policies Kftil hiivc llicMi ittidily 
rtliJ* ftfc of chaifr hi ctiirroi unit 

rarcnis h(kvr a right In know wluil 
( bill go 1 thuy v^ilJ Jic «\p('ctc<i lo j>ay 
anil vvH( ot win noi he ufVjintJri) 



Jhry nUti h«vf a itghl iti knuw wlinj 
xip"*Uc^ Pitonipflii^ payment of llie 

'puJ'fi^hfJ IVc(f fill Hkhl ft\\ 

^pfiiU* ^ttivlonlN rt«* idc.^l fin i!iK 
ptiipn^r 

I InMilulton^ shuuh) lifdrly JrM| 
' I' n»tc iiplitinpl \h,wgcs Ql ' op 
tliuinl jin at) pulilKhnt ^^h^lulcN 
ftr'il rcioicO utnifilnU ( Iritllv. 
<.liHiiri« (h9l {irc rmtiitrttiitiy unj 
( hnrnc^ ihAI (lit ttpiiorint niufti I19 
illlTciciiifNieU w«M in nit pHnKd 
l«i(Mi AIm), the liiitdtilldti Ahoulkl 
miikr ll ilerti in tlx xchrUulc If n « 

ItUt Ifqiilrcd for 0^h^^^ SlAI«nirnl\ 
xtcmnnpnyinj; the xchcJuk moy i|i 
\:lit^c insiiiuUotint cntlnisQmcnN »f 

K InxilHUlon* thoiiltl cJcmly idrnU 
\/ Ty <:hnlgc^ Ami Ucposlu ihm tkt^ 
n<tn rYrtJmiNlil« na iitMi tfnjniJMilr ' 
vn (ttt pubii!«hftl schrthlflo^ Inxiilti- 
ii{tn\ (Jcieiinliw On An ifijUMjiil Im- 
lix which of ih«ir cfiniiK^ kit irfunj 
rtl>lr or lion rerihitjAiil« In gcnriiti, 
ttjinjwion* Jtc». Rpr'if'Ation ftex. 
Inltidnini)' lr«\ f»<UI'y And ^luvlciM 
n^ iWdy ftf 5. Hthi iitixti MmiUi 
vhn^Hr^ prr not roluiiiliihlc. Such f<r^ 
nir KQttcrnI))' chuin^il In covn the 
ctixix of nciKiiles soch (ts procc^^lns 
M}>p'ieaiiDt)( aihI oihci MuilcDl iiit\s 
nin(Mni, r«>f|tvttif Arftilrmlv ptui 
llont, rthd ctlHbiUhing ihfc t)mit« of 
lu\ittuilon»l |iioff«m» Niid ittvifc\, 
ivxriviiig h4usinft ^p.icr. fliHi nllict 
w-ixc xcll*m the rtJicii cotlt nf Jhr 
hiMltuhiift for ihc v'Omlnn ncBiJtnUf 
pciltnl 

In^lliuMnnx dclrri\>lnr (tp a>i I'nil 
wi'hijiJ l»A»U whjch of tl/t^t (I. stis 
ttff ref«nil»htc oj" non icfiin 



Siiinc (JppoMi* will Ijf ntin i|<rMndBi>te 
III wiM hi viOilit«iJ lo * >lU(l<nl <i 
ftviooni fwlMon Jrpo^its) Olh 

qiN Aiv icriintidlilr ncCMidlnm (o <h« 
Ccfo»% of the drpuxit 0|fC«nirnl (<• 

/' Io\Mliiilon« ^hoi^lO icfbfiil houi 

loHK n^ u,'ii|i«n ntiiincnttun nf 
<;(in<.cltnlloi) It -ftmOc ^loi lo r w«H 
pol>l((.)>r(J iintr fh»t proviOr^ rcft-*iin- 
bMc oppiiiiuiiily to niAK« »phv* 
AvalUltlc Co odifli »liiUcnt>i WHHrn 
ttotinoillon on lit hvl'orc the hejRn 
, nlng of llic tVi'M of ilup innuncl i% 
iircejt^Hiy 10 e(i4ure itttli^ttilon itf« 
liniitin|i titii|4 During icrin of <h« 
rnotin^t, ii>otn <^hni|rn ncitnrnlly 
itot rrfy.)|}>Hltlr KOwcvrr, tmscal ftn 
Che piOiiAm ofrcicd, *p«cc ftviiMalill- 
i«y. drln srivivc ic<)uirfinritli. ilntc 
Am) lo^al fit4V». tiHl olhfel IliUiviUUAl 
rircuiiixlMucei nntlltiltMnn ni^y pro 
vide Tiw some mmc flcsfljlc rc^uiiil 
guldptinc fiH houttlrtf 

7[0Mi|ti|it>ii,'« ^hnudjl tttMwS homxl 
chmscK In \tt% n itcpo^(i if 
vMitirn tioitncMiloo of intu'etintiiin It 
niAdq print to ^ vvtll-pol>Hc1/icd ilaie 
chtii rallt Pit Of bcfitrc the hrxluniMi; 
of Chr l^ini of Iho co»h(t((. .Sultic 
qiicnt board cliaifcCit ^tvoutd he re- 
funded 0(> A pro tA)ti (mixU 1c»,% a 
viihUiAtVAF fee U ^ rf^Mianhic ki 
tiiAhe It rffunj fpr ihoitf |vHHl^ nnd 
s«'vlces ool consumed. The wllh 
dm^Hi cbAiKr xhcHtM ic/iciJI ch«t por- 
tion ul All CuMituiion 1 ciikIh thnt nrc 
n»cd fo' the If'ni of Ific co)uitict 

8 The io«titolloi>At tuition rrfOnd 
ludicy for fn McnJrniit pfiiwl 
\hoiilil imtuilr ihe foitovvttift nihtl' 
mum iluMrhiicx 



1 I lu iiui|iiii{«<n.> \hniiKi tf^nid 
HK> p<-i «riit i»f ilir litltliin ^hui|t. 
Ic^^ (♦ \lrpti>ii fri . if wiitiri> iM>unt« 
lf(M> (if viim ^llllii<Ht ix mndc prfi>r (o 11 
vicii piiitlit i/cd dnic thni nii 
hcfoif jKt (it\\ drty of \1a)^^c> 

2 ihv tnMKnttuo >ho)iM' r«fon\i lU 
Ukm 2^ PC< («ni iif the toitloft >hMr|ic 
if \Mltlfn uulifluiMof) nf \\ilhdiHV^nl 

iiiAdr ((miio^i >hc Aim 2^ prt ^coi nf^ 
thr HindfntU pt^iiinJ 

U t% <>ri)tnhnl>ie lo nf^ioil Htliion 
chnii^ri t( -%ltdMif; ivnlf if m tludt i|l 
withdrnuv iiiiin hit 01 hn piofiuoi 
priof Co the c»(l of the fliKi 7^'pc• 
f<nl iif llic nifidcoilr prri«>d. huC ot 
Iwi j»ci «cnl ^hiMltU lif irfundrU 
ijuiini chi^ pcriiKJ uiilrtt ^iMlr l.iw 
lni|>n\ci rt niore if^tiifKVf icfbud 
policy 

^ \ I'h^ in^tiUMliiii ^l>ould aiixc^t <i<i 
,/ pciiidlv \htli((ci whrr«- the IimII 
lulioii ii> opposed io ihr ^fuilcnt, 1h 
in (rioi 

I he InMitulion shpuM moKi? io 
funi)^ ill v.i^cs where ilic initiiullon 
hfts M\^rs<ifO chmitr^ in nroi IVnul 
ly chnijf^. Mwh h.t 'th(Mf invulving 
Imo r^((ittintion fctx cIiaoi^c of 
K'hcdutf r«c^ Itilr pnynicnl (rrs, 
ihiiuld it{it he n^scA^rtl if it i^ ddci 
OtiiiVlt (tint the «lt)iUii( l\ not tcnpnn 
foi the flvtUMi cftuiii>g the chnifr lo 
l»e levied 

|/\ Intlilitlii^ix \honhl iiJv{<ie Mu 
1\ / drills ihrtt Any nolMkalioiix of 
withdmufd or eiiiu«lliii(iH> nnd ic 
i\vts\s foi icftind must hr in witting 
and nddros<.td In ihc d<.sixiwilcd iti^(i> 
tUtionAl olDeri 

A ^liidrnl N vvHuctt oolifivAli^ui u) 
uMfidiAs^id 01 I niK'cf^tiion And ic 
iHieM fol .» rcfufiil )iiovidc% rtn »ucu 



HOC l«<1»ld of IIBh<,ntllon\ rtlHi tdto 

cnstircs «fri»l Mn.h iC4|(ir>l> ^vlll h* 
pMHf sscd i»r> i( lini^'ly 

A\i«pl(i|i(<' of otitt iC4pic^K i\ an 
uniu vrpCtiht^ pnu licc 

nInsilioiion>^tiHll>) pa) m xttti 
it rrfuiiiWd(ii> •(II 'I timely ^nsK 
Ih* drOniOKn of "iniul> l«*s»\" 
thiHfld in^lddo ihf tini^ rrqtiiK'd t»» 
plluc^^ n ftxini)} Modr ttt ir<pir«L.i«>«— 
i«fund. i(t pioi:ejk\ n vhc\k w-Acit- 

iniuiifd. Aiuf to Ailou fdi m.ill Jcliv- 

viy. *hci» nil c'-^aiy 
" If ^n inMinittoii Uni B policy lh.1l » 
icfiind of nn iiii'oii\i-t|oenli)ti RttV^Hjnl 
*iH n»>t W n'tuilf . Mii'h jiolK y %)>i»uld 
he piildtllud A pAil ,>f «ii nuiicrinU 
irl.iird »«» tcftnuf potiiirs 

U) InsMioiitHi^ %himlil piiMtLinc 
[jL* tK\ a pn«t <>f (fifir \fiss(mlnitit>oi 
of lohuniMlfon im c)ini|ics oihI ir 
ftnid't. ihflt nn npprids proce^^ ^hisi^ 
flic Mudcnh or pviichis who f«rl (hiit 
tn'djl^vtdimi ciri'inmiAtKcA v^uitAid cx 
cei^lioris fiom pL}liIt\hrd pnlivy 

I1)C iidiMniniioniil m:il<>riiil(k ^himld 
liulod^ (he tlinie. lith . Aiid mUfrCis 
of the idHslnl ivM>on)«ili(r 

While cham*"^ And H'f»tnd poliviek 
should irHfc' extensive omsidci 
Mtiot) pr sittdvni ttihi hisituiiioiitil 
nec*]s , <i wii) iioi ho pinsihle to 
eiK'(MOi;iu^ in Jl>fsf Mnutuieii the 
wftifrly ol p«rNoiiQl <Mn iirosinm cs 
OKI) e.\iM i>r OevcMp. 

1()s(i|iMioii\ (nc leipiWed to )»ovfdc 
f \y*i«iin !»( due pnueit lo ilifii 
students, and ih.iiprs tind refund 
polieic* »»e li<j(tiii)i>Hfls i\ p.m of ih«i 
pitice^ti- 

Sisuj<in}> nml piii('ht& tlioidd be 
iidoiiotid i«|iiiIiuIy xif piiuediHv*! ifli 
rcqlKiKiinjii inroiniiitlon vo<H.tiiiiti|( 
cHCCClons 1(1 poMnfirtI (tiifirTf>% 
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Statement of Principles in Admissions and Recruitment 



^ F**Ho*vinii h the tett *>f the "taint 
S'attment on Principles of (imrd 
Fravtk, Ijf Cottene AdmUsiont and 
RerriittmeHt JeveUtpeJ tiy the 
AmeHtan AsuH-tatum ttf Cnilegiate 
Regiurara and AdftfitUtms O/Jicefs, 
fhr Cofi^Me Board, (he Nativnat A 9 
jiHiati^n af College Admistlonx 
CoHtueiors. and th< Natl0nat Ajswi 
atitm ^ Srcondary Schmfl Frittdpab. 

1 

Admissions Pronioiioii 
and KecrtttdnciiC 

t.l — Prinvl^lc* rvltttfn^ 
to co m flit Kd iiiilv«r«IHw 

A Ai]mhn{onn f ovn^^rs ^ff pro- 
feiiicmal membcf? of thWr inititu- 
.tioft't %tMlf A* profes«hm»l«. ihey 
'r«c«lVc remuneration on • fined saU- 
ry. rather tkJa comin<isio«i or bonu^ 
<<>»)«tJ on tM number of studeiHs 
recruited 

H When adihtxtton^ counielofs 
•f€ re^poflsihk for the development 
of ptiMkations uied for iheir Inttitu- 
tion'i promott<m»l and recruitment 
«ciivii}«« designed to elicit fhe Inier- 
esl« of prospective tludefits. the«e 
pwMicatfons ^hottld- 

► State cleaHy and precisely re- 
quirements foii secondary * school 
P«^«P«rtHoo. admissions * tests, and 
transfer stiideni admissions rei^vlre' 
mcfits; 

^ tnch«d« a current and iKcurate 
MlfiWssio«ia caleiKtar: 

^ Give precise information about 
o^foctunitles and rei^uiremertts for 
HMndal aid; 

► Describe In^ detail any spedal 
praitn"» a$ overseas atudy. 
ettrly dcctskm. earfy admlsakxt . crcd- 
lt|lM^«mii»ina(kM. or **a4vaiiccd 

► CoMCaM d«acdf4ioiik of IIM 



pus and comiminity thai ate currriit 
and realistic. ^ - ^ 

C <oliefrs and unWersltl^s are 
re!«pon5ible for all people whom they 
involve in admissions, promotional, 
and recruitment activities (including 
their ahimni. coaches, students, fae 
tilty) and for educating them about 
the priffcJplea ovitined in this state- 

• ment * 
C olleges and universities that jen- 
gage the services of admissions man- 
agement firms or consulting firms are 
responsible for assuring that such 
films adhere to the principles staled 
hereifti v "* 

n Admissions counietors are 

■ fotihrtght and accurate and give com- 
prehe^nsivc information in presenting 
Iheii institutions to high school per- 
itKtnel. prospective itudents. and 
Iheir parents. They; 

► State clearly the «UmIsiions and. 
other requirements of thdr instltu- 
Hons; 

► Make clear ail dates concerning, 
application, noiiflcatton. and catodi 
dates" reply requirements, for both 
admissionn ai«d flnaitcial aid; • 

► Bimiah data descriptive of cur- 
rently enrolled classes; 

► Avoid unfavorable comparisons 
with other instifufions . 

R Admissions counselors avoid 
unprofrtsional promotional tactics, 
such as: 

^ Contractint with . high-school 
personnel for tremuneration for re- 
ferred students: 

► Contracting with placement 
services that require a fee from the . 
institution for each student enrolled; 

^ EHcouratinc students to transler 
if they have shown no iniercti in 
doing .so. 

F. Admlasions counselors do not 
recruit tlu^jenta enrolled and regis- 
tered at <Hher coNcges or universitiea 
unless the sttidenfs Initiate Inqitlriea 
tliFiMdvct. or Milm cooptratloii h 



sought from institutions thai provide 
transfer programs 

1.8— Prindplvg rtlAtIng to achoolg 

Schools will: 

A Provide a program of counsel 
ing that is accurate and comprehen- 
sive with respect to the collcfe o|^' 
portunllles suught by studentf and 
available to them. 

B. Eocourace students and their 
parents to take the Initiative in learn- 
ing about collefes and universities. 
-* C*. Invite college and university 
reprcsenlalivfs to assist in counsel- 
ing candidates about collcft opportu- 
nities. 

D. Avoid unfavorabtf. compari- 
sons with other inililulioAs. 

E. Refuse unethical or unprofea- 
sionsl requests {r g,. for lists of top 
students, lists of athletes, etc.) from 
college or university representatives 
(r.f.. alumni, coaches. elc.>. 

F. Refuse any reward or remu* 
neration from n college, university.- 

. or private counseling service for 
placement of their KhooFs students. 

t.^-^rinclplfg routing 
*^ 10 comnHinHy Ao^ncl** 
Such agencies wilt: 
. A. Provide accurate descnptions 
for schools and colleges' of the serv- 
ices* available through their agencies, 
since It is the responsibility of com- 
munity agencies to make such serv- 
ice* known to studenti. parents, sec- 
ondary schools, aitd colleges. 

Provide atudents with u|Mo- 
date information on postaecondary 
inttlti^tiofti and processes. 

C. Assist studeMs in discovering , 
the colleges Ihat^meet their abitifiea. 
needs .ignd interests. 

D. Counsel sHideMs on aH po«'- 
tccond^ry optionr college, vocation- 
al aduc^tioA. job opportitfiiUes. 

fi. ^tyori to accondary nfrnvH* on 
fMr re<ffcciiv« students so th^ ac- 



curnle files can be fnainiiiined In the 
schools. 



t'oHcgc tair<t. clearinghouses, and 
mstrhing services tfiftt provide |iai- 
spin between cotlegex and univer^ties 
and students shall he considered a 
INvsiltve pait of the admissions pr«»c 
^ ess if tbey efkclively supplement 
other hi|th>school guidance activities 
. tod adhere to the principles trf good 
" practice stated herein 

2 

Applicaiion Procedures 
2.1 

<.*oiIegcs and universities will: 

A. AcOrpt full responsihiltly for 
admissions decisions and for proper 
notification of those deci^ohs to can- 
didates afKl. when possible, to secon. 
dary .schools. 

B. Receive Information about can- 
didates In cnnDdence and respect 
completely, within the conflrtes of 
federal antl/or stale laws, the confi- 
dential nature of sueh data 

C Not apply itewly revised re- 
quirements to the disadvantage of a 
candidate whose sec:ondary schtml 
course has been established in accor- 
dance with earlier requirements. 

D. Notify candidates as soon as 
piMsible if they are clearly inadmissi- 
ble. 

E. Not deny admissinn to a candi- 
date on the grounds thJit ihcir Institu- 
tion docs not have aid funds to meet 
the i candidate's apparent Hnancial 
neectrescepi for forcitl» students. 

F. Not require candidates or their 
tchools 10 indicate the/ order of can^ 
didates* collefe or university prefer- 
ences, escepi under early «'dedsion 
plans, 

O. Ptrmit candtdfles to choose 
witbow petMtty ai»o00 oOtn- of sd- 



mission until I hey h»ve heard from 
all cWlfge^ to whi^h they have ap- 
plied, or until the dale esiAMtshed 
under the Candidates Reply f>jue 
AjtrctrffKnt. 

H. Mttintnin a waiting list of rra 
sonahle fcngih ;(fhl only for a reason 
able period of time 

t State clearly the application pro- 
cedures for transfer students by in- 
</onnIng Candida Ics of deadlines, doc- 
uments required, courses accepted, 
and course equivalency. 

2.2 

Secondary ^chooll will: 

A Provide for c<ilieges and univer- 
sities accurate. Icfible. artd complete 
transcripts for their school^ cat^i- ' 
dates. 

B. Describe their school's marklog 
system and method of dctei mining 
rank in class. 

C. Describe clCArt> speciul cur- 
rlcular opportunities <r.A< honors, 
advanced piaccroent Coumes. ^emi 
nars. etc.). 

D Provide accurate (tescripitons 
of tV candidates* personal qualities 
that are relevant to the admissionsx 
process. 

B Report any signiflcani change in 
candidates* status .oc quSltflcatlons 
between the time ot recoiffimendation 
and graduation 

F. llrjc candidates to recogni/e 
and discharge the^r responsibilities in 
the admissions process by: 

► Complying with requests for ad- 
ditional information in a timely man 
ner; ^ 

► Responding to institutional 
deadlines on admrssioos and refrain- 
ing from stockpiling acceptance!: 

b> Responding to Institutional 
deadlines on room reservations, fi- 
nancial aid. health records < ai>d prc- 
schediillnt where all or i|ny of these 
art appNc^le. 

Cvntiwtd on Fattowittg Pm$.t 
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Statement on Admissions 



Cortunutd/rom Frrcrtimfi faXr 



G N0|. wtlhi^t p«fini»\lun of 

colirgc pttfcr«(Hc 

H A«|vii<r \tuJcnl« n<rt to \fgn any 
I co4itra<>m«| agrecmrni with an intit- 
lulifm wiihotii rxamirting the pto^i- 
^H>^%* ct the con^^CI 

f Advt\r «lu(fcnt!i lu notify u'hcr 
insiKuiionn «vh(n l^cy h^ve accepted 
* an Admissions offer 

33 

(.'nmmuntly atcncics >*tll 

A Excrct^r ihctr rcspon\tNhiy lo 
the cnltre cdut.altonai community 

8 Discourage unnecessary mulli 
ptr applicatHm\ 

C Ut^coirragr \lu dents from 
trockpiiing itfTrts oi aJmiwitm 

J 

fiiiafitial Assislante 

l^vhrrr luth attttianrr 

Fiitanctai asvMance conwsis of 
uhotnrshtp^ gr^n^ loans and rm- 
ptoymrni >*.ht\h may be '>fTrrcd lo 
ill \iudcnis stogty or m vanous 
forms V 

J.f ■ 

< <>llcfe\ and untver sitter will 

A Strive, thrnugh iheii puHlica 
Imns j|nd C»>mmuntcaiiOns lO plO- 
^•dr schools. patenU an/J siMOenis 
wilh factual tnfoi<nattt>o ihoiil ihetr 
in\titutinn \ opporlumiic^ pro- 

grams, and praclKr\ 

B Vtew nnanctal ^\AistanCe from 
Colleges ami other %o*rrCe\ as supple- 
meniary lo the efforts <if 4 tiudent \ 
family whet* the studeWt is •w>i %r\X 
supporlriig 

C" In dciermiiHng ihe Unaoctal 
«/onlnbtiiion of a landidaie \ family, 
me. methods ih^ 3S!ie\s abihty to 



pay in a cooststeni and equitable 
manner stich as those developed b> 
.ihc CoHcgs. ^cbolatAhifx Service and. 
the .\mef>can College Testing Pto- 
gram 

O Oearly state the total yearly 
cost of atterHlmg rhe«r tnslrtuHon aod 
outline estimates of need for students 
seeKmg asstj^tance , 

B PertiHl candidates to choose, 
wttbout penalty amoni^ffers of rt- 
nanct.it a^MSlance until they have 
heard from all colleges 10 which they 
have applied, oc until the iftte estab- 
tiSlHrd under the Candidates Reply 
Oate Agreement 

F Clcarfy stale policies on renew- 
als of aid awafds 

O Not annmtnce p^iMKly the 
amount of flnan<ial award tit an indi- 
vidual candidate and thus avoid re- 
vealing the candidate y fafttily finan- 
cial situation 

H Not cOnstdet a student'', need 
fo*" UnaiKial aid as a cntenon for 



colleges lo whti'h they 
|J»! the lype and amount 



nixtfy ihe 
have tpplted. 
of ' suet) outside astitsianva 



Advanced Mandinj^* 
smdeins and ilic 
iij^^)lj^di! 



awardniu 



C*illcges *f>d universities afiee 
thai 

A Placement, credit, auil eteinp- 
lion policies that are designed piinct 
pnlly lt> lecritu \ludents are inifmCAl 
tO.iKe best interests t»f students. 

B Student achievement should be 
evaluated through trse of validated 
meifiods and iCChm<|Ues 
• C Policies and procedurea fi>r 
griming credit should he defined and 



admissions selectioh —'•--flMbJished as part of an institution s 

I Notify applicants of iostiiuHonal preadmissions Informntion 



flnanctal ant decisions before the ' 
date by which ihey must reply to the 
tnstituiion s offer of admission 

j -Meei ihe full need of \tuJents to 
the esieni possrWe wrthtn the tnstttu 
itOf^s capabttitieH 

K Make awards to students who 
apply flit renewal of aid by reviewing 
the \iudent s financial ctrcumstorKes 
ami esiabltshtnt the amuunt of atd 
neede«l with full cimsi<feraiion of the 
student's current need. 

3.2. 

^^condary schools will 

A Refrain in public announce- 
ments, from gtving the amoirnts of 
financial aid received by students. 

B Advise students who have been 
awarded atd by sources out side cot* 
leges' that it is thfir responsibility 10 



l> The evaluation of previously 
earned ci edif shmtld be done 10 a 
manner that insute^ the iniegrily of 
aiVifemic standards published by the 
i'ftl't/r or university 

4.2 

Seyimdary school personnel agree 
that they will 

A Alert students to the frill implt- 
cotiuns ol college and university 
placement, credit and esemption 
poli^'ies for the ^tiidi^nts rditcatiimal 
planning arul goals 

B M.lke students aware ol the 
import.iiice of .iccrrditation 

C Make students aw.trr of the 
possthililtes of carrying credit through 
nuntraditional educational csperi' 
.ence and through examtoatitwis and 
altcrnattve methods of instrsjc^ion 



Mr. Ford. Ms. Baron? 

STATEMENT OF KATHRYN BARONT NATIONAL SlIjDENT 
EDUCATIONAL FUND 

/ Ms. Baron. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, thank 
you for the opportunity 'to speak here today. 

My name is Kathryn Baron, Project Director with the National 
Student Educational Fund. I am pleased to provide initial reactions J 
to the administration's proposals in the areas of accreditation, '* 
institutional eligibility, consumer information and financial aid ap- r 
plication forms. These are areas .in which the National ^tudpnt - 
Educational Fund has worked for several^^ears with the gpal that 
no . persons be denied postsec<?ndary education for lack of money, • 
mformation, counseling or programs to meet his or her needs. 

The U.S. student association joins with NSEF iafWhis testimony. 
We are pleased that the administration h^ been examining the 
best roles for the Office of Education, the State agencies, Itastilu- 
tions, financial aid processing services, and student p6er jjoiiifflelors 
in providing good information and financial aid services to students 
'and prospective studet^ts. j- 

/ . • . 

ERIC • / ^ '^0 .• f ■ . 
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We aro uIho plea«ed with (he propoau! to make the student 
con«umer information atyndards a part of institutional eliKibilitv 
lie encouragcnnent of institutions to use work study students as 
linaneia!; md peer counselors and' academic tutors in junior and 
senior high schools and to provide financial aid processing free to 
the stud(vnt9 ^ v 

r.y/i ^""i ^^"i "''""'"^ providing technical assistance and 
Zn\ ^N^^u counseling. This has been the emphasis and 
nr L i T ^"^^^^ '"'"'"'J^al'"" Project, to set standards and 
provide technical assistance for student projects. 

I would also like to mention the student commissioner confer- 
sS-nr ""r' '^^^ .N.^EF. USSA and COPA. which seek to educlue 
htudenU on (inancial aid issues so they can go back to the campus- 
es and become providers of information for their peers 

nZ'V^rV'""?,'"''""'''^ ^^'^^ '■^al encouragement being 

provided lor the system here and peer counselors and would sug 
gest perhaps that the (Government fund the college work study 
80 pe!ie^^^^ ' ^■"""^V'''"^^ percent rather than. 

1 would also like to mention at this time about refund policies 
The U.S. student association and COPA have been working with 
Uu American ( ounc.l on Education and other associations in the 
tXTZ rl ^»'""l^;^v self^regulation in the area of tuition 
Mund. We like the voluntary guidelines; we feel in some ways 
they are better than those provided by the Office of Educalion but 
our problem is with enforcement, and we feel that with "the 8 000 
or so institutions in this country that some of these may take 
advantage o( voluntary guidelines and perhaps HEW should as- 
smne some kind of enforcement role with those guidelines proposed 

We also endorse the initiative in separating Federal regulation of 
accrediting organizations from the establishment of quality of aca- 
n,Tih?'nrr 'nformation services. We are concerned 

nnii A ! * I^ducation is not providing any standard in place 
y ^^ ?'T^'' to ensure that students are not mis- 

ihoMM . ^'l?"t"f .^^ f^^c' that the Office of Education 
should require State licensing, and propose Federal self-study 
standards with student participation similar to that developed by ' 
the American Institute /or Research, and described in this report 

b U-btudy I-orm. which describes different forms of self-study that 
can be .undertaken by each institution 

norr^ei^forced by"'"''"^ ^^""^ consumer information strategies are 
First. Designating of responsibility of the Commissioner to en- 
suie through leadersiup and coordination of efforts by the Federal 
btate institutions and consumer groups that every potential stu' 
dent learns about financiaJ rights to attend .po^/lseoondary educa- 

mf^lnMn ^^^T^' f i measurable standards fo,- illstit^tional infor- 
mation n comparable formats, ,n catalogs," in computorir.ed career 
mtormation systems n high school and community agencies h 
consunuM- service audits of financial aid and informltlori serW 
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Third. Identifying maintenance of ^fort provisions for adminis- 
trative cost alloway:es; and / 

P^uurth. Involving consunners in tlvfc process through campus fi- 
nancial aid grievance committees andf in institutional self-studies of 
consumer protection. 

We are further disappointed that HEW has gone through its 
normal attempted abdication of responsibility for supporting State 
l>ostsecondary educational plaj^ning. I am referring to the proposed 
elimination of State planning agencies or 1,202 commissions. The 
provision of consumer information is particularly one which needs 
a stable Federal/State relationship in planning the collection and 
provision of high quality, useful information to each student, pros- 
pective student and family. 

In addition, we are very interested to see the specific proposal for 
the elimination of application processing fees. We hope' it involves 
a comprehensive proposal to cover the Basic Grant processing, 
processing for State giant aid and for discretionary aid distributed 
by institutions. 

In sum, we recommend that Congress, in adopting HEW's recom- 
mendations, begin by placing clear responsibility on the Office of 
Education for providing information to prospective students 
through annual cooperative efforts with States, institutions/ proc- 
essing agencies, and consumer groups. 

1 have an example of a State agency publication which should 
have been distributed. It is a financial aid workbook produced by 
the Sute of California for all high school seniors, and this has 
worksheets and everything for the student, prospective students 
and family, which will tell them how much aid thov can expect to 
get from each individual institution, private or public, they should 
choose to attend. < 

Two, conducting a feasibility study of financial aid data banlcs 
which would require comparable cost and financial aid data from 
college. . r ^ . , . 

Three, require consumer sei-vice audits of institutions' aid and 
information services by surveying a percentage of financial aid 
applicants. 

Fourth, establishing a maintenancfe-of-effort provision for cost 
allowances. , jt 

We also feel strongly that adNftunistrative allowances slfHUd be 
funded in addition to, rather-.thaK subtracted from, the- student aid 
money. s ^■ 

Five, requiring financial aid grievfci^c\> committees, with student 
participation. ^ A 

Ms. BaJWN. Ho. Si. not eliminating th^ I'egulatlon of ^accrediting 
organizations unless the Office of EducfbUon provides an alterna- 
tive plan for monitoring or improving She quality of academic 
services. '* y . . * v r- * , 

OiXxoi' cdncerns in' tl>e iitformatipn af^ incluilM^iif Joel Packers 
\e'8tinV0rty. befo>'(^ thu^^ sMtcoiTlmittee, of June 'l2^for the ^United 
Stato^ jStudetit >Vsspciation m Student Ii\formation" sXind Studei^t 
Consumer Prqtect^ion. . *. ► *^ ^ ^ , ' ' \ 

ThisVoncluiles oUrtostii^io^iy, , . > \ 

Thank you very much for tho opt^ortuhity.vto h^re: \ 

Mr. Ford. Thahk,yun.' '/ - \' ' • ' v ' 
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STATKMKNT OK BARBARA KNUDSON CHAIRWOMAN 

a(X:rei)itation advisor^ (X)UNon. 

Ms Knudson. I ahi Barbara H. Knudson, professor of continuing 
education and cnn^inal justice studies at the University of Minne^ 

.l^^'^'^f^^r^ f"^^^ y"""'' chairpei-son of the Commis- 

sioner of Education s Advisory Committee "on Accreditation and 
Institutional Ehgibihty 

That committee is chartered by the Secretary of HEW to "review 
and advise the Commissioner Education in the formation of all 
current and future policy relating to the matter of institutional 
eiigibuity. 

This is only one amon^ the many important functions which the 
Advisory Committee perlorms. 

I appreciate the invitation to talk with you this morning about 
the depaartment s proposal, "to sever completely the link between 
private accreditation and institutional eligibility for Higher Educa- 
tion Act programs. ' . ., 

r !^' - is. in my opinion not desirable, and 

I Qcommend to th^^ members of this subcommittee that you care- 
fuliy study it before you take any form of action 

I will try to be very brief. To do this and still cover the subject I 
have brought witTi me a set of documents from my files which will 
give you a more^ comprehensive picture of the Federal eligibility 
'^^Sr'^?^^ w^"?^ I would like to enter into the record 

Uie Otrice of Education's system for^determining institutional 
eligibility derives from at least 26 sp/ific statutory authorizations 
issued over the past 27 years, datinfip4)ack to the post-World War II 

From them has emerged a s^iem using. three complementary 
bases on which eligibility determinations depend. The three ele- 
meuts of eligibility are, as you have heard stated, State licensure 
and/or approval, and accreditation by a nationally recognized ai?en- 
cy or association, and Federal statutory and regulatory program 
requirement.s. | a j Hiwf<,i«iii 

I personally support this systeni because it allows for a partner-, 
ship among these three important' societal forces: The private sec- 
tor^ (he States, cttid the Federal Government. - 

Each has an integral role to play. 

The States attest to "rninimuin conditions to operrffe"- accredit- 
n/^on^nrl'^'''^' are concerned with "minimum standards of c^ducation- 
ai quality ; and Federal progiapi managers provide progiam or 
post-audit reviews of institutions partipating in Federal programs 

I IS important to note that this historical .c^mVitmeiit Sf sup^ 
poit by the Congress and the Oifice of Educa?ion\o the role of 
fh^A «c^^'"«dit^tion in the eligibility proc6ss hafil6 (Tate precluded 
the development o( Federal or State plans to contro\; supplant or 
?nn7rn IS '•e^oS'\i^ed accrediting agenc^bs. thus e&ctively 
control higher educati<^n in this Nation. - - - . 

This support of nongov(jrnment.al voluntary ffccrediting associ- 
t.ons may well be the most significant benefit of all fiowing from 
the current eligibility system. Neithdr the States, the Federal Gev- 
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ernment, nor the accrediting qonimunlty should singlely exercise 
the eligibility function. 

' It is an^ should remain a collective, coofdinated pndeavor in 
Avhich the public is the main beneficiary. 

Xho department's proposal, however, would sever this important 
linkage to self-regulation on the part of higher education. The 
proposal would remove accreditation as the "quality contror* mech- 
anism' in determining institutional kjr- program eligibility. In it3 
pl^ace a Federal-^tate .mechanism would be insei'ted. 

While accrjoditation today serves as an effective countei^ailing 
element to State and Federal action in tho eligibility process* to- 
morrow mav well see the shape and condition of American higher 
education change, in which directionij it is difficult to assess and 
somewhat frightening. 

I believe tliat the proposed Fedefal-St-ate system of oligiblity 
invites a kind of rigidity which will make any past practices mov- 
ing this r?^|.ion towards standardization of education look like 
child's play. 

I am not 'alon(f, Mr. Chainnan and members of tho committee, in 
my thinking about this. Indeed, what I find astonishing about the 
Department s proposal is that it runs counter to most, if not all, of 
the major research on the eligibilit^y process. Support for the pres- 
ent triad of State licensing, private accreditation, iE^nd Federal eligi- 
bility regulatiox^is found in all recent Btudi^ of the eligibility 
prQcess, for example: \ \ ^ 

The 1974 Brooking study on pi-^ate 'accreditation and public 
, eligibility, and the (mdings thai year of the House Government^ 
Operations Sul>committee; s ' 

Thoi 1975 study by the Federal Interagency Committee on Educa- 
tion on a Federal Strategy for Protection of the Consumcij- ol^TSdu- 
cation, and tjie ERIC Higher Education' Research Repox't on Ac- 
creditation and Institutional Eligibility; 

The 1976 study by the American Institutes for Research on Inv 
proving the Consumer Protection Function in Postsecondary Edu- 
cation, recently iu§t alluded to by our representative of tlio Student 
Association, and the Institutes 1978 study on State Oversight in 
Postsecondary Education, and this year the General Accounting 
^Office study on institutional eligibility, which i>binted out, to bef 
surj3, some problems, but still supported the triad notion and the 
most ' recently of all, the Carnegie Council report entitled, I'air 
Practices in Higher Education. 

None of these studies calls for the present eligibility system's 
dissolution or for. the removal of the accreditation component. 
W'hile acknowledging some needs foi* improvement, the system is 
perceiVQd><i8 having effective ''economic and balances'' and as hav- 
* ing served the Nation welL 
* Thcrl^ is another imuortiiptjperspective on the subject. . 

Since 1968. every Commissioner's Advisory Committee on Ac- 
creditation and Institutional Eligibilily has reviewed policy issues 
concerned with the eligibility process and has endorsed continued 
reliance oni.he triad arrangement. 

'Each review has also been accompanied by a reconmiendation to 
strengthen the OlTice s review of accrediting bodies. In addition, 
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tht; committee ha^ur^ed that the Sbte hcVfiising Vole in the o\m~ 
bili^ aynLvit be strengthened ^ \. ^ 

In tjjis connQQtion, I wou^d bring to the subcommittee's attention 
the Advisory Committoe's Dece.0lW^^)7K review of eUgibihty is- 
sues regarduig reauthorization o( the Higher Education Act of 

We nwde series of recommendations, including one that 1 
;ihould mention, thati "The eligibility system should be st^cngth- 

J qJ'"/'. ."-"^ ^ bdlanced reliance upon accrediting agencies 

and btates legal auth^jrizirfg agencies/" 

The committee unanimouslyj-ej^cied the kk'a of establishment of 
a lu'deral approval/accreditilig meclmrtt^wT ' 

Mr. Fofin. ExQWse me for interrupting you. ' . 

We, have btirely enough time to make this vote 

We will return. 

[A l)rief recess was taken.) . . 

Mr. FoKi). The subcoimpittee will resume ^ 

Ms. KiviUDKON.-Let mi' conclude then, Mr. ^Ghtrirnmn. and just 
draw the attenti^on.of'the m^^mbers qY the subcpmmittefe to -what I 
beluvVe t»j be one of the most significant conclusions that was 
reached at what i^rea lv the onW national invitational Conference 
on . InstitHtional .migibility, which toda.y reajly examines those 
questions exhaustively, , 

The conferees attending that meeting concluded that; "Accredita- 
tion IS an t"ssOntmKcomponent in the elifjibility-feystem and must 
/lever be dropped unless it is replaced hy a process at least as 
lion"" assessment of educational quality as is accrc^ita- 

1 don't see in the firoposal" subifiittJed to you last^ThursSdy such 
an alternative to accreditation. State Jicen^ure Nvhich estabjishes 
minimum conditions to OfJerate i$ not an aiternative for accredita- 
tion assessment oT educational quality. 

In fact, most States have^to date dl^monstrate^ neither the capac- 
ity nor even the willingness to e^t the kind of oversight of 
Vnsiitutions of higher education thaf is called for in the Depart- 
ment s proposal. . . \ ' ^'^'^ 

^On the other hand the institutions oTjiigher education of'this 
N<ition under the eadeVship of the Ameriean Council have clearjy 
conlmitl^ed thetnselves lo renewed efforts at aelf-rfegulation which ' 
in this cas« means utilization of and reliance on our well-estab- 
lished peer review accreditation processes. \ " 

''J here IS probabJjj, not time Iq coniment on many other 'pot.<=!ntial 
lallput« from the Depai;tment's proposal, s|uch tiij the physical im^** 
plications, which seoiW-to we to be very substantial ^ . 
. Ihe grave dajigei; to the. entire accredilatibn system, IVoni this 
proposal and (he enormSus potential for a imore.intrusivd State and 
I'ederal presence ^into. the higher education system tjf ouV country 
jvhtch would m my opinioj^ quite clearly move us in the direction 
ol the monolithic ministry of education models 

In coiiclusion, it is. my . belief that the Department's proposal 
under discussion ..which would supplant the current usage wOuld in 
these and other ways drastically . alter the power structure and 
''d ^^"^ Amencan system of higher 
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I would urge you to consider fully the multiple implications of 



This concludes my remarks, and I appreciate the opportunity to 
be hero and will be more than pleased, when possible, to answer 
your questions. 
Thank you. 

[The information follows:) ' 
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July , iv/'j 

SuhcouJAlttoo on .Po3tat.s'ond<»ry JWucttt ton 
CooiOjUtoft on K«iuc«l ton i>nd Ui!>»r 
HouiHo of Uoprogeniftt lvo»» 
Coj\Rr««H or tjio Unttod Ucatc^ 

m. Chnlrconn, mfimheru of tlu» Subv OQsnl.tt.oui 

t 

I aa^ BarhArA H. KnuJn...i», ProTo^uor of ConlU^ulita FAlueotlon a»d Crlwlnal 
■Kutluo SCudloB at tho Unlvoratty of Mlnnoooia. X Imxvo uorvcd foi) chU j>a«i ycsMr/ 
«M chiilrpcirmm of tho CoatoUolonor of RducftClon'ii Advlaory Coa^nlUoo on Acoi cd I Ca( Ion 
ftnd InixtiutlonAl Kll^J.blUtV- TU« QowalttCQ Is chartorod by tho Sorrotdry of UBW 
CO "ro^/ltiw and Ajv loo . t^e -Cooualot, longv oX Rducatlon U tho formoUon of all current 
«nd future polUy roUtUi^ to the aifttto^ of Inotltutlonal ol Jgil>t U r.yo!^ Thlo 
only on«. «moas tho many IinportAiu fuactlona whUh ch«. Advltiory Coom^ttUo porfonart. 





I Apprpctrtto tho iuvUttcUm to talk vith you this worntng ohout OopArCmont % 

pi-opo««l "to ftovor cowpXctoly tffo link botvoco pvlvoia avrrod Itnt Ion and tnot Itut Aonal 
oUHlbUUy for lllghor feduc/itUm Act prugrniuo." fhly propo»»ol. Mf, Chfltn»ma, lu In 
my opinion not doclrablo and [ rcccur^icnd lo the, mOtrihorH of^ thl« oqbcommlC t «0 that yQu 
CArafully nt\»dy It bofoi-o you mko any form of action, 

Lot iQo b^l.rlof In vUw of your time conotratnto. To Jo tUlo and utUl covov 
tho aobjoct,. I have brought with mo covoral documoiUo fvom my fllco uj^Uh vUl glv<» 
you a moro conjproJ^ane I vo pl<tur« of the Kcdoral ^ oUglb 1 U t y ey«tom» which T would 
LM*-^o out or Into tho r&ct>td. 

Thv Offlco of Ed\»catlon'o ayat-em ^ot dotonnlnlng InMt Itut lonal cHglbUttry 
dortvoa fvom at least 26 specific atatuCo^-y author Uat lono loouod ovor tho paat 27 
yoars. dAtlng b^ck to tho ppot Wotld War II oia. \ From thu8«, u uyatctr, uo.lng throe 
corapl^cmontary Imoe-i on which oUglbllUy dot»»^tnrtClons depend haa «m«r8*<r. Thu 
thro* olcments of tsllgtblHty iwty: 

tt) Stato llccneuro ond/or appi'cival; 

b) AcrvedltifC loo by a.natlooAlly rocognlxe<l agency or aooorUtlon nndj 

c) Vc<!oral otatutory and rogulatory program roquiiomonta. 

I porftonally auppov^ this system bccauoo U aHow3 for a pattuerahlp among chcuo 
thr4-o Important aocl^jtal fojJcosi the privnto ooctor. tho Statoe, and the Kudotal 
Covarrunont. Kiich hao on Intogral rolii to play. Tho Statoa attu»t to "mlnlwuro 
comlltlontf to optjrato"; accrcid U Ing ngonc l06 ni*: concofnod with "mlolumm atnndardtf oJt 
cdocatlonal i|uaMty"; and Ft«dc>ral px ogram uianagavo provide ptograin ov poHt-nodU: 
rovlcwn of 1 na t U wt lonw pav t to Ipn t Ing In r«disral programs , It in Itnporcnnt to noto 
that chifi historical lonertttmont: of nopporl by tho Coogvoitfl of c)hs Office of Kdncatlotj 
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tu the rf»lc of ptlvntc a*, creditac Ion In 0»f cllKibillty proccns has to/InLe precluded 
tho dovelupmcnc of Federal or Store planw tn control, supplant or compete wUh tho 
rt:coKnlrftd arcrcdUlng ftftenclea and tliua effccflvuly CDntrul htVilier uducacJ.on In thin 
nation. Thlo Buppur L of lumgovermaontal , voluntary ai^rt'diting akhoc lat. lunn may well 
be th« mt)st » Ign If leant benefit of aH* flowing troni the current fl l^j i b LI It y ayr.tenu 
NoUher the -Statun tft" i;;jlt5»-f^ oi a 1 Cover nnicnt , or th« accrodltlng communUy «hould 
aliigly cHcrciHC the eligibility funcr. Ion. It lo and should rr-maln a col Icc. r Ivc , 
coordinated Qodeavor In which tliV^ public Ls the main beneliclary. 

The Department's proposal, howevwr^ would oever this liopovtant linkage to nulf- 
rogulatlon on thn part uf hlghur education. ,Th« pro^^oaCil would remove accr e.d lt.at loo 
as the "quality control" uicchanlsm In dclcrujlnlng In-^t 1 1 ur lona 1 or progiam eligibility. 
In its place, a led^tral -LJr at a mcchanlem would be Inseited. WliUc accreditation today 
fjtTvea'aa an^ T f f er t I vo countervailing element to Slate and hVdaral action In tho 
♦•UglhWllty protodia, tomorrow may well aeo tht» Hhape and rond i t loi^ Of Ajiierlcan higher 
edmatlonal clumgc- ht which dlJ?ettlon If difficult to asNe-MS. and somewhat 
frightening. I believe that the proposed FederalGtate ayfitem of e 1 Ig i bl 1 1 1 y .Inv It go 
n kind o^' rigidity which wU. 1 make any pnfiK practices loovlng t.l»ls nation toward 
St andar Izat ion of 'educa t ion look like cliXld's play. 



i am nor alune, Mr. Chairman, In my chinking about thlrt. * Indeed, what 1 1 Ind 
n«t.unl:ihlng about the Department ' o proposal l« thnt U tuns counter to must, if not 
all, of thi? 0)0 jur tcoeai.:h on the ellglbUlty process. Support for the prefjonl 
"triad" of ntare Ucenclng, private accreditation, and fcdera^l eligibility regulation 
io found In all recent fttudlcs of the eligibility proceuo, for example; 

- • the }*)7 A Br o o k I nga w t ud v o n T rlvate Acer cd U ut lop and Publi c El ig lbili ty, 
4 and the find liigu, that yea i , of the House Government Operations Subconirai t toe; 
- tjie 19 7*^ «tud5/by the Federal Interagency Cuinnlttce on F.ducatlcn on a Federal 
Strnto^ Por Protect ion Of The Co ngttmer PC l^gl ucatlnn , and the ERIC /Higher 
Ed ur a t I o n R e p ca r c U Report on Ac r r ad 1 1 a 1 1 On and I n 'it. I lutiona 1_ ^Rilaikl^. iiX^ 
the 19/6 otudy by the Amer lean Toot Ilut (?8 tor Koae^r^h on l^'P'^oy ^^R.^'^^j^- 
Con iuin«r^ Protect ion FuricUoii^ in PojsJ^C^ f ^n: luHtltutOJi' 

1978 atudy on S^AUWJf\rer^ghJ^n^^r^^^ 
-~Thl» year, the Ocnoral Accounting 01 flee study gn iilgLliLVLLL^iif^i - ^ii^iMJ.l^X 
^1 nd t. h e i:a I n I eg le Couno 11 report e nt U 1 cd » I'alr I'racth: e«_l!Li'ifill*rX_MMV "5. ? • 
None of theafc studlea cally for tho pVeHcnt cllglb-lllty .'jyntem'a diitHolution or Cor tho 
remov/il, of tho arc retU tat Ion component. IJhUc acknowledging yome nced« for improvi^menti, 
the ayateiu l!) p>>rcelM^d i*i having effective "checks and ,bal ?jnc eo . " and an sefvlpg the 
country welT. , IVre Is another Important perspective on the lulvjecl. 
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ovcry CoM«l<.8 loner -0 Advloot y Co>™nlCC«o on Accr.rd lent Ion and I««c It ut lonol EUstbJtUt.y 
h»» ruvlcwcd poUcy U3u.,s conco, ncd „Uh tl.o oUglbmry piocena nnd h«3 cadorsed 
<;<mtnu«,d roUanca on the l.lad on ang«me.U . Each vc-vlow hne «loo btc. accor,,.,.,. led 
by n .oco«»,«„d.-.Hor, to airengthen tl,« Offl.:o'o rovUu of accrediting bodlen, Ux^ ' 
addlflon, tho Con=„ltCc<. ha« urged Chat the. Slate Uicm.lng roU In tho cUgibilUy. 
ayoto,« b« «ronRthentia'. m thU connection. I „ouId bring to tl,e Sl.brommlt t«e ' « 
actentlor. r.h« Advisory Comnlf tno'd OccciDber I97fl review of cl IglbUJIty Inauea I 
rogardl^g ro«uthorl«tlon ot the Higher E<I,ucatloo Act of 1965. The Co«ntt toy)l!„d« 
ttve rcco™e,«)atlou.H, Including- t rcco.«»«„datlon thai, "the cUglbllUy syatom »ho»ia 
bo «tr«n8Ch«n«l to oTfcc. a ..or« bnUuccd relfnhce ..pon acsrodlring ngo.v:!^., and 
Sl:nte l«gal „u\hori.l„g «g„„c lo, . " The CommUtoe. rejected- the Idc, of eocabl 1,U„,. 
o( a Federal approva 1 /accred It mechaol sin. • 

UX ».«na.ary, Mr. ChnU-i,m^, t would draw clu, afCcutlon of Lhc moinb«ro of thin 
Subcoa^nitroe to w|..t I believe to have. b.,n on« of tho mo.t ^i^niflcatu conclusion. 
rcach«cJ at a 1^/5 National Invilatlonal Confoionc« on Institutional Ki Iglb J 1 Iry- 
tb<. only cQuforancQ to ,Jate that comprchensi vol y c^^nra lnc<j the Fed^^ral ollgibUity 

procodo* The cOnUtces attcndln^t thU meeting concK.ded: 

"Accreclltatlon la an c.^«eutUl component .in tho eUgihUUy Hyotojn and . 
wuot nc>uc'r'h« t!ropp*><l unlos^'lt Is replaced by ^ procv^n at loa-it as 
doomndlng la Its aosecsinent of edncaclonal tiualJty as U accreditation." 
I do: not H0« (n the proposal submitted to you last Thursday MuCh an .il toniat Ive to 
nrcreaitatlon. In fact. aio«t states have, to date dcmoont.ated neUhor\he rapHbiUty 
Qoi- th« wininKnt^a to effect th^, ttnd of oversight of inatUntlono of hlgher 
cducation that i« called for In the Departm*,nt 'a propomU / On the oth«r hand, the 
InntUuClona of hlgh.r t^ucivtlon of this na'cLon. under dim ioadorahip of tlvc American 
Co^mcUon Wuratlon, have clearly conmlttod thcmaolve« to fenou,«d efforts at «cU 
regulation, vhlch In thin ca3« mean^,^ ut II l/.at.lon of and rnlianco on our wel^^festabHoh^ 
peer rev lev accr ed Ita t Ion procesHftfi. 

There la not time enough to conmont On many other potent Jal ^*fall-^uto*' from 
thlo,propo«.l nuch as the fiscal ItnpLlcatlone which ser^ to be very substantial, the 
gravo danger to the Bntlro accr^^l Itatlon ayHtem. tho enormous potential for a far 
more incru«l,ve ^taCo and federal pre«encQ In the h IgluM" education syatcmof our . 
co^ntcy (moving «a clearly In the direction of the monolithic ralnlntry of educat^lon 
mod ei;^, and the continual addition of duplicative monitoring f nnc t W lluoughout 
tho government. ^ « /■ 

In conauGlon,-U Is my ht>Ura' tl.at the Depnt tifient proposal under d if,cu«olftn, 
SupplontlnjK cui.'r.mr ucnjje. would in the^c and ^t.hor way<;, "dr-^.i^tlc^Uly alter >he 
power Btructure opd the Very character <rf .Wt-Mn* hlithev education. , I ttrge yon 
to conaldor fully th^ pm.U ip U ^itnpU.cat lono of thlf^ majnr ch.tng.. la the relationship 
betwt'on ht^»<^^- education and govecnmont before ,proc eedl nj* . 

I appF^^Glate the cocioUtce's InVUntlon to make a otntvmenr, and vU I bo 
iWOrc than»?plcfiik«^ to :ln3Ul^r any <pj»jstlon3. ' . 




Colleges, suggested a 33 pcrccm ici-asidr Aum Kivcra, spokcsnuin for (he tiispanu: Higher I dutiiiion 
<. oai)iit>n. urged a *U) pcucni sci a^idc. und ulst^ *^iu enu\ cs \n the vhalfenge gram proposal to encourngv 
insiituiions (t> utttact iliNpaiiii: siiidciits to graduate und profcssuiruii programs. ^ 

()o inMitutit>iial cl»g«b«l»ty, ihe Addunisf ration propOMN ti> ehnuri.uc ut:i:udstaiion as a Matiiioiy 
ict{uii iiiu'iu lor ttifoshoM cligibiiiiv pailiLipaic. put gualei Vtrhaiuc on nIjUc licencing proi.cdurr\. • 
oMablt>h Mjltttards ol .iJiTunistrftttvc .»nd hM'al rcspt>nMl)ihly and make CMSlm^j student infornuit«\>n ro 
viUiicmcntN prcrci|wisJtCN fur chgihslily U»r student aid lunds 

Mich.ici O'Kccfc. Depiit\ Assistant R I W Si cu tiiry f{)r ! docanon Planntng. said that rcluwuc on 
privav.c attrcd»tatit>n for Icderal cliyibiicv purports ''docs not cn^^urr mvcstnu-nl of Irdrral dollars 
Mr suni \i eiiconingcs needless proliferation of ai xredilation agrnijcs. creates needless paperwork for 
insliditions and the govorntneni. and misleads students and parents into bcljcving (hat the federal gos^rn- 
ineni **sou«:hcs loi the quality" ol an institution receiving iedcrui funds 

, Kenneth Young, presuleni of the Council on P»>sisccopdary Accreditation, and liarbara Knniscn. 
chaiiman of the AccrnhMtioii A*lN<NorN C ouih jL uh|ected t»> elinijnaiing^u'Crcdil:riion as a factoi m de- 
icnnintng ctigibdiiy Young s.ud it .was imptMtani to know ihai Inslltuilons icceiving fcJcral funds 'Mi;ive 
' g«>ne ihnuigh a pii»ce\s msoivmg a ihor^ugh. supervist:d sell-study and peer rcvjcw, m addition to^my 
other rU^?,ihihty constijeraiions '* 

(, harlc^ H Saunders, h AC 1 yce president (or governmental relations, objected lo a piovision in t 
ihc pro*pt>'»cd instKutionai resp»uisihiin y standards rciimring a tuition refund pohcy "that^lhe Sccrclary 
dclermmes to l»e lair ami ei|ui[able * Saunders *suid Congress lias rccogjii/cd that luilnni refund policies 
jie a{i iiisiuution.il luii i\ federal responsibility, and the higher education ci^jj^munity h^'deveioprvt 
guidehnes lor niceting ihis icspun$ibi!:ly "lo give ttie Secretary fmal judgincnt*'m tins niiittqr^ as thc^ 
Admirnstrnlu^ii proposes, wo'idd sabotage a notably sneccssful efW>ri by the coniiiunmy lo regulate Mstlf." \ 
he said ,^ ^ 

(>ther htghiights of ilir Adniinisii .m.urs proposals. whii;h have^yot been mtrodueed »n the form of a 
biil ■^^ yet. mcludv an ovrrhaol ol the siudcni-Ioan system, which vtotild establish a iwo-tici loan progrnrti 
f irst vvoul^l be a basic loan program liiniied to student need, and retjuinng a student self help contribution 
of yWO to^vnrd the cost o! his fducnt^on. Hie loans Syrtuld be stibsMi/cd by the govcrpmcnt while a stu 
datil IS rn scffi^nl and carry an interest latr thcicjifli^i X^f sescn percent or the 1 reastuy bifPratc minus One 
pciyeni, vvhicjtever is Ics-,. f he second tier would consist of a suppkmeiilal loan firopjani lo spread oduta- 
luirlnl costN. and covci needs not met by olhe^, sources. I hcse would reqnirc a S700 sell-help conlribntion 
and c\nry an interest rjle Csiual to the Treasury hill talc plus o'^ic percent which would not bo "forgiven'" 
vvhdc (he student is m vclund hisuad. Ihr .inTount ol ihe*k«an \\oultJ be mcrcaseij ni thc.tnitsel to covei iii 
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Ovorvlow of Solf Study Pi ojoct 

^ CliarloN W DuyUin 
Aiiiorn «n lnHliluUtN fur H«i«t»ur< h 
rultir A ri<i. ( Hhfdi ma 

Niiu» p<><(isorojidury <i^jj^roo grnnUujr u,$iiiu 
Uono vvoro Helorioct in ihroo lui: rod t la t ion 
rn^iitn^ (Now Kngland Norlh Ontial, and 
WoKlorn) aw fioid IcrU siI<»n utilising Iho KSSF 
Minno schools faiif^od from Iwo your j/ubhc 
(-(»nitiuitMly. r<iUoK<M{. lo fsnir yoar piibhc and 
privaUt roUn^no. l<» inajnr ^radnalo iinivnroi 
IK.M. liolli fiubln and pi ival*? i;at*Ii insllUilion 
<h8ln»ni!o<l ^'.^picfj i,{ Uio ISSK Ki various 
iiiHlliuUoii tcpi OHonlaLi vos whoso rospuniios 
wor'o.lhon ^ oIlajiNod ifUo (iiie Ofln-ml voiymn 
and MUhnMUtuI with Iho insUUilum s .'itjU slndy 
to Itio i»ai In ipaling a<^ rodl la lion agciuiou 
Af\ rodUari<?n y ovalualion loams Ihen 

rovtowod Iho uif<irinatn>n pr»»«pnU»d during 
Uioir jiilo vMjiilB riiittlly h.ilh MiNlilutinn and 
ovaliialion toani i oprcnenlaU vob al ihc mno 
«iloK vjs'w iiiiorviowod foMownt}; iho leani 
visil>i I,, j{allio» io«rlu»ns lo Ih© furni And jl« 
use as a pai I '.)f Ihe a< < rmljlalKui proross 

All hill i.u(? of Iho snh!« l«.<l :it hools t oinplolod 
tho ISSK .IS M.<iurM«td S< orns a< hiovod wero 
« oiiipai Jihlo lo ail oarhoi fichl losl «ii whu h 
forms won. oxlornally att mm n : sic* r od and 
«uorod Mo'U insriiuUoM i oprcsnnlali ves inlor 
viowrsd foMowiH({ the »»vaJiialnMi Iwam visUs 
Uy\\.\ihx^ir A\\'i\.fiii\t^H'.> of sludonl (oiiMiunor 
pijJp.clioM issiiOK had hooii tn< rtTusi^d. and 
nn?rninit iidod use of^o ISST moro k^^"'* rally 
in tho r«aivrfifduati<<npr<M cs-n F: val tialion loam 
uioinbt^rs dividfcd fairly ovonly on Iho first 
P<iinl. svuno f<dl awaioncsr* of iho issues in 
ipioslion had Ikumi in. nja.sod. othorri fell il had 
Mot MoHl ovaliialion IniLin iin>iii()ert{ foil tho 
form wo. lid ho a useful additn^ji lo ihn art rcdi 
Malioii pMH'oMH tjoiioially. bul many von od 
'^ntthfuatioiiK -md ro<<nniiu-odalions in Umh 
ro|{ard Thus lo gunoral. Iho tnslilution 
roproNontali vou involved \\\ Iho fifld losl 
rtmvtnd o»o,o pos>Uvoly l:> tho lornj than d>d 
aci rrthlali wi cvahialioo loams. Many p<fsilivo 
and ito,;ulive oommtnf's on iho form and 
ro\;(^nimcndaUons Un fuliuo oso. woro vojrod' 
byMiolh thoso a ro dotaiU»d m tho f^,ii'' 

iop(»rl whhh \n .ivallablo from To^tl 
stti nndary rrograms DtvMnon. Offu^e <if PlA-ii, . 
njiiK. Hwd(r<}iinf!: and KvaUialioii. U S Offrco of' 
K.diit aliori. W;i shinj;lon J[) C S()a03 

CONClv^IONS/UKCOMMKNDATIONS 

J lie? ISSP ran t^o a valuahio addiluui to ihf» 
a<*crodilali(Jn prm ess. f<?fuslng alli^ntion of 
inslih^honal stuff and suo visit loams on an 
i Ml po riant urra Ij^al Uu> ofUsir lends to bo lakf^n 
i%>\ Kranlod in regional r<h cnditation A Kniall 
pOn onVvgo of MiBliUilionul staff am! arcrodlU & 
lion visitois vjuostionod the oriOMlution of 



llio form as proNi\nting guilt whoro tlioro Jnay 
havo brton noiio. hownvoi . nioKl a< rnpioii tho 
fat t that n<i niKliliitioji 15 porfo< I. no inatlor how 
gtiod »t8 niton tuMia. and Ihoro \ii alwaye room 
for improvonient 

DovolopmonC of Allorimirvo Forma 

f)Onie fiold lost pariu ipanls rcronunondod 
vnrioue ailoraltone in tho bas»o ISSF. nu:hi- 
di"K (ft) a rioparalo form for non tradmonal " 
IMogrania: (b) a sopai alo foi m lo collect 
por«.yplioiio of Kliido^jls and family, and (c) a 
brief version fi)r uno ag a »cioon i ng de vU'o 01 
{lofliting tool AIR io<<nnniond« against the 
f irat. tho voiced < oin orns about noii traditional 
[jrograins netuw I., bo ivith pioblomn of odura 
lional quality ntit sludon I ronsuinor proleclnm 
l>or so. and the lt>SK is n<il dtisigned lodoal with 
thin wider lopir The s<>(:<md vaualion udiddbo 
de!ji<abIo but is probably ol low priority to 
at croditation agciu ioB or USOK I-rjr those 
UUniostod in thi» apptoach. tho AIU Knrollod 
Student QuoJitionnaire is available for invcs 
tigaiion, AIK r.taff havo carried out •*oino 
pi ohmiiiaiy in voHtigations of t|»o thndalterna 
livo and highly roron^rnond thAt USOK <»r 
intflrORtod a< < rodilation ageiu los pursue it 
ApplicRtlort In Differoiit CircumatancoB 

Sfmio field t*»8t participants foU thai tho ISSK 
wag moro applicable to proprietary and 
vot atn>naI ttu hnu al institutions than \a four- 
your degree granting inntitutions While there 
IN inorit tn this <jb!5or vrttnm. field test roKults 
rdiow .soMio abuse pot<ihtiR\ nt (tvery fjcliool 
VIM tod. suggesting ihc ISSF is apprfipriato for 
application atatiy ^ype of institution AIR does 
roroMAijticnd that b'SOK pursue use of the form 
with spotn\li7.ed att^+oduu tion aKomics thai 
forus <m proprietary aclvot'ds 
Technical AddilloiiH lo the SyHlori^ 

Ihc User Guide ticvolopod lor the field test 
could boiiofil from nioie extensive noiynalive 
data, indu-ating ninie fully what a score of a 
given ujagnltudo means USOK and any 
a< credit iiUion agonLiC5 ronsidering wider use 
of the ISpF should worh l<> add such data In 
Addition, lihe Guide could honofil from (a) a 
fuller Q;(Ijilrtnalioii of tho vArious topics and the 
nitert^^i bi^hind each: (b) a fuUcr oxphmation of 
f the Item ulei^»htjng and storing system, and (c) 
a fuller slateinoiit 0** tho positive conditions 
w^iich lepVcsftut tlio ideal t!.»wnrt! which all 
institution^ should worU ' * 

ninveiiilnaDlon * 

This shoidd be pursued vi);orously USOK 
KhouldjnulJo copies of the ISSK and* its User 
Guide available to all interested agencies 
through a vtlrioty of puhlicalinns Al5o. copica 
of the final lytjiorl should be made availiilflo t<i 
Ktatp and femoral government policy inaUorK 
lliat exoroisrl rerognUion respon';ibiIitjos for 
jtccreditationlagoMcios Fihally. acci odi tation 
agencies shw\id take, lljo initiative todiN^omi- 
nato Iho iSSFlo ninnibor insti lulions and mako 
slutVjnl consuiVior protection an intogial pai tof 
tho accreditalilm procosK 
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Reliance Upon Recognized Accreditation Status 
By The Federal GovePhmer\t 



The Eligibility System 

There are at least 60 major funding programs for postsecondary educatigr), 
administered by eight Federal agencies, which s-peclfy accreditation as' • 
a provision of institutional eligibility. In many instances, accredita- 
tion is a status called for in Federal regulations or agency administra- 
tive practices. 

Four major services provided by 06AE are utili^fed by Federal program 

officials in shaping their 1 nsti tut ional^ e'l 1 g1 bi 1 1 ty determi nations . i 

First, there Is the variety of direct determinations rendered by DEAE 

regarding the particular status of Individual Institutions. This 

constitutes a heavy volume of work and takes the form of formal eligi- ^ 

bility certifications, letters and memoranda of ruling or advice, 

judgments regarding inclusion on lists, and response to inquiries by 

phone. A high proportion of the latter three activities is conducted in 

relation to other Federal agencies. 

Second, is the recent development by DEA^ of a comprehensive computer- 
ized institutional eligibility data system. While still in its devel- 
opmental phe^sG, the system now is producing periodic institutional lists 
"on a limited basis which are utilized by HEW program managers in Wiishington 
and the regional offices. Later this year, when all of the projected 
C^^^ Inst/tutional characteristics are progrNi:nmed into the system, various 
-^>v^^5/t 1ons of the list will, be provided to other Federal agencies for 
their 'use. 

Third, and perhaps the most widely used eligibility instrument employed * ^ 
within the Federal Governhient, ^ the Education Direct pry, Colleges and 
Universities. This dj rec tory 1 1 s ts approximately 3.100 postsecondary > 
institutions which have been determined by DEAE .to comply, with the 
directory's criteria for listing. .Accreditation or pre-agcredltatioa by 
a USOE - recognized accrediting agency is the primary triterion for 
listing in this directory, and 97% of the InStJtutions included in the 
current edition are listed on the basis of their status with recognized 
accrediting agencies. It should be noted, furthermore , -that tijis 
directory includes both insti tti^tiojial and programmatic accreditation 
status held by each listed institution. Because of its long-established 
reliabil i ty. and selectivity, this directory is widely used within the 
Federal government and the State governments, by corporations and 
foundations, and by 'foreign governments. 




ERIC 



2 



,277 



Two companion d rectories have been developed to supplement the older 
gi}5a«f4DdJinJ.yersU1« directory. These are the Olrectoryof 
gl|£^D^Scho?_s_iTO^ and the Directo r y of 

|||idTI^Useco.jd^^^ Pro grams. T ^ 

•.getTiiTT hese three to rTii^FiJfSrthTT^TrBrTTo-Hii^^ Federal 
Institutional oHglbll Uy system oose i y. Km t hedera I 

^h^^^:/"^■^^^''^'=??'' ^^'^^'^^ "^^^ instrument produced by.DEAE Is 

irl Vn J recognized accrediting agencies recognlJed b; t e 

U.S. Commissioner of Education. Almost as widely referreJl to Is the 
^Jieil«_ajid^h^rs^^ directory, the Go^mlss loner ' s list ol recoq- 
p f ?Mi?. 1"^ agencies constitutes the backbone of the Federal 
ellglbil ty system because all of the instruments mentioned under the 
m'f substantially shaped by the Commissioner ' s 

flVJ :Srn1lpera'rl"ces! ' " '''''''''' 

- Q^llL'LJjlSli'l .t he Comml s s 1 o nerJj_Ust 

Aside from the legisUtlve support for the Commissioner's list as 
presently constructed. Its existence over the past 25 years has gener- 
ated other significant third party uses. 

In addition to reliance ypon the accredit1«ng agencies listed by the 
aae^MernTtrr .^^^^l"^"" ^° statutory eligibility requirements, many 
agencies of the Federal government, by custom or regulation, use the " 
Con.m ss1oner-s .1st for a wide variety of Rurpo.^s.' One of 'the many 
Federal user of the ,CommHs1oner ' s list is .the Civil Service Ccm,mis- 

^ P^nf t"? ^ r. T^''" ^^^^^ examinations must be gra^u- 

ites of aecredited institutions and/or programs in ord«r to sit for T 

o7tV.\rr'ViT'l°'''' needs historical information 

^"-^"f t^tion status Of institutions for its credential evalua- 

fism J; u iQ-'f^'-.'^'^ °f Landscape Architects • 

(ASIA), In Us 1971 petition for initial recogni tion , ' 1 ndTcated that 
non-recognition of ASLA by US^ had Seen a slgnificdnt Handicap to . 
iTlllT. •>':<^'^!tects employed by the Civil Service Commission. Inasmuch 
as the Commission util U&s , USOE publications concerning recognized 

^'f those organizations and agencies which 

••^LTA^iilJ <>%°[f>c1a1 accrediting bodies. The report stated that ' 

- s nee ASLA.Is not listed,1n those documents, all departments of land- 
scape architecture are now recognised by the Comnission as equ^UjL_. - 

The. qual i Mcatlon- stan.dards. for*' hospital administration residencies in 
Veterans Administration hospital's requires of applicants that their 
A.rro'i^?^ 'r^^ ^ '^°^P'''^^1 administration must be approved by the 
fnW?h! fl^. T °" Graduate Education -in Hospital AdIninistratiQn 

U-bw he Accrediting Commission on Education for Health Services )\dmtS- ■ 
istrationj which has 'been accorded formal recognition by the National ' 
Commission on Accre<?iting and- th* U.S. Office of Education.!^ " 
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The U,S. military services also.rely upon the Commissioner's list of 
nationally recognized accrediting agencies, Th^ Anny, Navy, Marine ' ' 
Qonps',. ^nd Coast Guard consult with^.the U.S. Office of EduC^t^oh to 
detennino. the jjiCQ'Kedrted status of Ins^^i^tutlons for €arl y release 
programs, for de^tqrminvng the el igi b.i1 i tV personnel fgr '6ducatidnal 
benefits, and' for^granting otfier benefits to mil itary per^sonneT and 
thetV dependents/ Nurs]<i^ edi^cation pf^Mj^'ams affiliated with ASr Force 
hospftaU inust fie aecr^edi tecf. ^n' ag(jfiij> 11 sted by, th^U.S- Commis- 
sioner .of' Education PQ^t^ential'Miill i tary' chatpl a must have earned 
degrees fr-oni ins'tltu'c jLbnfS accVedfUed by nationally . recognized accredit- 
ing ^genc^ie's and'a.ssoivatit)ns.. The Army Nurse Corps supports eduta^' 
tionaln-program-^ aopredifey by nationally recognized accrediting associa- 
tions, / ^ 

tJnder Social Security Administration's program of paying survivors 
'benefits. st'ji;<ents attending schools accredited by ager^ci^es Recognized % 
by the Commissioner of Education are eligible for such 'benef i J^s . 

A number of statutes cover factual situations where a specialized 
aqenty. as well as 'a regional agency, is Involved in the determination 
of eligibility, although th^i s result is inferred rather than explicitly 
seated in the sta^tute. For example, nowhere in the Public Health 
Service Act is ther^ mention of special ized accredi ting ;igencies , yet 
the eligibility provisions of the law have been administered by the 
USPMS in*^uch a way^s-to place great reliance upon the USOE recognized 
health education accre^ii ting aqeVicles. 

At the ^ime of its firtt reviej)(by the Ad>?Tsory Qpmmittee on Accredita-'^ 
tion and^Institutionar£ligib/lity,. conducted in 1972, the American 
Library Associat^'on reported /tha t the- bulk of fellowship grants to 
Institutions for education inNJibrarianshtp under Title II-B of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 went to lA.stUutions Offering ALA-accred- 
Itedjiprogr^ms.' Furthermore, the Associatjoh indicated that State ^ 
libflfry agencies, in providing scholarships- through the Library Services 
and Construction Act, Title !» often stipulated attendance at a school 
with an AtA-accredi ted program, * ' • . ? ' ' 

Reliance upon the Commissioner's list of nationally recognized accre^l- 
iting Agencies is evident at the State Level. Fop example, when the 
Foundation for Interior Design Education Research (FJPER^), nowa.USOE- 
recognized accrediting agency, was reviewed for init?ar.Vecognit1on„ 1h 
19/6, it indicated t'hat the State college system Tn Cal ifornia would not 
permit FIDER to^review intcJiilor design programs offered within^ the. 
system until 1,t received USOE recognition.- The 'American Physical 
Therapy Association, during its 1977 review for Initial recognition.. 
Indicated that some States were revising their licensure laws for 
physical therapists to require that therapists had to be graduates of 
programs accredited by an agency recognized by the U-S. Off1ce-of 
Education or by the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation. 
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Many fpretgn goVernmepts have come to rely upon the mbanlng of accred- • 
nation \).y A USe)t:-rficognUQd accrediting agency regarding acceptance of 
their students who have studied Irt the United States. For mort;. thaflL,-90 
years, the Office of Education has assumed responsibility fbr certifying 
^0 the reliablHty of academic credentials earned Irt the United States 
for fo>*fi1gii nationals returning to their awn countries .or by United- 
States cltUerl^ going abroad for work oh study. '.The practice wa^ ■ 
established by the U.S. Commissioner of Education \n response ^ a 
reguest by embassy Officials that t>;e F^dpral^.Qf flee of tducatioTt supply 
some.assuranv-G th^-t the dogre^ or other credential and the" ins'tltutlori 
having Issued It were trustworthy. The' function' was formaliJjed early In 
the present oentury through an agreement- betwfeen the "Secretary of State 
and the .SecrQ^tary-of-the Interior. As a further indicator Of the 
■quality of the academic degree or . Credential , it has become customary 
•for the certifying-bffICQ to note whether or not the institution and/or 
program from which the" individual, has. graduated is accredlitgd by an 
ac-crediting agency or association recognized by the U.S. ConHnlssloner of 
tducatfon. Some foreign governments insist bpon program accreditation 
cKatlons relative to l^'erlcan aca4emic degrees 
f ' ' ' \ 



■ Marth 20. 1979 

Division of Ellgibll'lty and Agency Evaluation 
^ Bureau .of Higher and Continuing Education 

U.S. Office of Education 

Mr. Ford. Thank you. 
Mr. MacKinnon? 

8T4TEMKNT OF AL MacKINNON, NEW YOJIIK STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
. Mr. MacKinIvjon. Thank youfMr. Chairman. ' 

I am P. Ahstair MacKinnon, coordinator for Federal legislation 
education m the New- York State Education Dejiartment. ^ 

I am pleased to testify before you today about the importance of 
coordmatm^r Federal and State institutional" and program monitor- 
ing efforts li^r the future of higher education in the United States 

Ihe impendmg reauthorization of the Higher Education Act pro- 
vides a timely opportunity to reexamine and redesign Federal legis- 
lation in a maivier that will recognize the roles, responsibilities 
and effort^} of the States in monitoring, coordinating, and financing 
posts^icondary education. . - . 

In our view, the statutory .i-evisions which are now under .consid- 
eration should be designed to reflect sensitively two basic 
principles: 

The first principle is that the governance. and funding of postsec- 
ondary education are primaiily the responsibility of the States and 
the mfyor portion of funding is from State and local resources 

|he second is that, although Ft^deral 'law may establish' public 
policy objectives which address, national, ^problems, -the States 



should be authorized, yvithin giiidelines, to establi^?h appropriate 
structure? and ^iJW^ed/ires to monitor; *-thJb, cariying out of these* 
otuectivee in , the cot>text of the.ir own uniqfio and diverse circum- 
stances ancf Qrg'ap.i^jationfill pntterrtg. 

Thc'npcd.for a closer Federal-State partnership monitoring, 
their programs, the quality of postsecpndary institutions, the ade- 
qua.o^ of institutional practices and procedures, and institutional 
eligiblify foi^ participation in various F^ederal programs is one that 
has growp r^ipidly in ihp paat few yeltrs. 

Such a partnersliip is essential to assure that all institutions 
participating in Federal programs meet Federal eligibility stand- 
artja and operate programs in accordance with public policy. 

It is increasingly important that any system of establishing eligi- 
bility take i;ognizance of the consumer-relattyd actions, probity, and 
ethical behavior of the institutions being monitored. 

The New York Slate Board of Regents in 1976, and again this 
year, has stated that they believe an alternative determination 
process should be considered. / 

That alternative would make available stronger-assurances about 
Institutional a,nd program quality and integrity in /determining 
eligiiyyjty to enable students in both traditional ana legitimate 
noiiiflpntional programs to participate in Federal' programs. 

The alternative system would reduce^^pressures for "mandatory'' 
accreditation ay voluntary agencies and create a better determina- 
tion mechanism than the present option of transfer credits. 

We recommend that an approprij^te State agency be designated 
in each SlM-^as a federally recognized approving . agency to 
approve post^econdary educationaf institutions and ^^heir pro- 
grams and eligible vocational institutions or the prograrits^ of such 
institutions. ^ ^ 

Decisions of the agency would be relied upon by Federal officers 
*and agencies in connection with participation' in any progranj of 
Federal assistance to postsecondary or vocational educational insti- 
tutions or their students. ' 

Each State would designate an existing State educational agelficy 
or commi^ion, such* as a 1202 commission, to be the federally 
recognized approving agency for this purpose in the State. 

The IJ.S, Commissioner of Education would promulgate criteria 
for recognition as a reliable authority as to the quality of education 
or training offered and as to the integrity of the institution and its 
programs- 

In addition, the U.S. Commissioner s^iouldJbe authorized to make 
grants to any designated State educational agency or commission 
which is recognized or provisionally recognized, lo asgist it in carry- 
ing out its duties. . -i 

If phased iti, s\ch a system would cover 90 percent of all students 
when it operated in only BO States or 80 percent, if ^it were in 
operation in only 22 States. Indeed, if only seven selecteoStates in 
addition to New York had such a system for determining eligrbil- 
ity, it would apply to 51 percent of all the Higher education stu- 
dents in the Nation. " . 

The v^administration has put forth a proposal, which can best be 
deRcribed as a bold one suggesting new directions. 
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We agree in principle with the direction, 'but I think wo would " 
have some concerns about some of the details. \,' 

More Stale role and accountability' is desirable, but-the licensing 
and chartering functions have their limitations. I think. States 
should have more, as far as a monitoring roJe is concerned. 

-•The P'ederal Government has retained unto Caesar more than I 
beheve it should. On page-4l of the legislative proposal, it speaks to 
making uistitutions more, accountable to the Federal Government " - 

I see a danger in this, in seeing large number of Federal auditors 
runnmg around the country poking into institutions, which is a 
responsibility and I believe a right of State agencies. 

The Federal Government should define the general crite^'ia and 
leave to the States the defining of the specific criteria. ' 

One ppint that I would like to make at this time is the difference " 
between mstitutioij^I eligibility and the programs 6f an institution 

While we may bt* looking at institutions and in the main,, that ^ 
they are fine There are programs within institutions that should ' 
be looked at to be sure that they are of assistance to students 
^ 1 would use the term "monitor" rather than accredit, accrediting 
or evaluating. I "believe that monitoring talks about review and 
help to the inijtitutions. 

Inhere will need to be a phase-in period for the new systen> being 
propo-sed, and I think the phase, if targeted on certain States, could 
be accomplished. 

The majority of the- States have had experience in approving 
(Educational programs. T am thinking specifically here of the VA 
for Federal purposes. With SQrae modification, redefining and up- 
grading can accomplish the tasic ahead. ■ <-\ 

I do know that the admi-nistration's proposal moves in thtCdirec- 
tion that has been suggested over the years by some of the accrddit^>^ 
ing associations, but 1 think it also draws to our attention that ?/ 
accrt^'iffcaUon need iiot be a private f\;nction. 

'^^ ^^^^ present time the accreditation is 'carried 
oum^ iVivate agencies supported by BEOG grants and other Fed- 
^pd btate assistance, but there also can be the concept oj 
? a look.^it public aScreditation at public expejise without 
iihg it on to the student fees or tuition. 
' Thank you. Mr. Chairman, ' 
Mr. FouD. Mr. O'Keefe? i 

STATKMKNT OF IVIICUAEL U'KKEFE, OKPUTY ASSISTANT SKC- 
'^y^' '^'^^ ''O'^ PLANNING AND EVALUATION. DEPARTMENT OF- 
^ W.ALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE 

>^.^r. O'Keefe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Buchanan. 

Jtei^had intended to refiect on what a delight.it is to continue my 
aP'had of appearances before this committeei ' \ 

l^iven that you called on ;ne last, I have to motlify that some- 
^'^at. It IS still a delight to appear here, because t'hese are highly . 
toprtant issues'. . , . - ^ 

fin^ is alsb my first appearance, in which I do not- have to answer 
<i'ftttestiori: Wlien will the administration have il.s bill up? 
It s a delight to \)e here without that question in fi;ont of me. 
llie second reason, i7f4«u)ye, is that you have assembled a panel 
of sharp £li«l. careful obse/vei-s of what the administration has 
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proposed, and they have raised aome serious issues which I will try 
to address. ^ . 

If it would meet the approval of the chairman, I would like to 
insert my formal testimony in the record at this point, 

Mr. Ford. Without objection, it will be inserted at this point in 
the record 

You may add to it and respond to the points that have been, 
raised 

[Mr. O'Keefe's statement follows:] ^ 



TESTIMONY OF 
N MICHAEL O'KEEFE 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFAHE 

« • 

Mr. Chairman and Mpmbers of the Mouse Subcommi t t efe on Post seconda 
Crfucati.Qn: • • 

I have been asked to appear before you today to describe 
the Administration's proposal related to odcreditation and 
the rationale for our, proposal. 

SIfMMARY OF THE PROPOSAL 

The Administration proposal related to' accreditation affects 
institutions applying for all Highei^ucat ion Act programs, 
not just , the Title JV programs. V . • 

« 

The Administration proposes to sever completely the I'inl^ 
between pr i vate 'accVedi ta t iop and insri tut i onal eligibility 
for Higher Education Act pr|gram^. The proposal, would: 

' . - • . f . 

#. Eliminate accreditation as'a statutory requirement 
for Uii:eshold institutional eligibility for Hi.gher 
Education Act programs. 

• Maintain and place greater ' rel iante on the existing 
statutory requirement that an jinstitutlon must be 
legally authorized by the state-*i^ which it operates. 

• ^ Continue to monitor and enfoi^ce Institutional compliance ^ 
^ with the specific eligibility requirements imposed 

by each of the Higher Education Act programs. 
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4 Continue administrative actiOTTS to enforce, • at the 

program l i^vel ^ r equi r ement s for re spons i bio ins t i tut i onal 
management of Federal funds, \ 

# Strengthen student inf ormat Ion requi rements so that 

students and parents can makfe more informed decisions 
f 

* about where'to spend their education dollars. 



PRESENT LAW 



Accreditation is one of several r^qui reme^its that a post seconda ry 
institution must me^t to establish threshold el^igibility 
for Higher Education Act pro'grams. (Beyond- this threshold 
Eligibility, an. ins t i tut i on must also meet\the specific 
eligibility requirements of individual programs.)^ For 
the purposes of this threshold eligibility process, the 
Higher Education Act requir<x.s^he Commissioner to "publish 
a list of nationally recognized actredit^ing agencies or 
associations vhich he determines to be reliable authority - 
as to the quality of training Offered*." Over the years, ^ 
the Office of Education has' developed elaborate regulations 
and review procedures to determine which a(?crediting agencies 
are suitable fcjr inclusion on the Commissioner's list. 
These regulations and procedures not only ^urden the. accredi t ing 
'agencies, but also indirectly affept institutions reviewed 
by accrediting agencies, 

if X 
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PROBLEMS WITH THE EXISTING SYSTE M 

After careful study, the Administration has come to the ^ 

firm conclusion that reliance on private accreditation 

ts>r Fedoral eligib i lity pur poses Joes not ensure wise investm|nt 

of Federal 'dollars. 



• First, becau^se HEW does not want to render Federal 
Judgements about what is quality and what isn>'t, 

w e monitor primarily accrediting agency characteristics 
that are peripheral to the^ assessment quality 
(e.g. , f inane ial and administrative arrangements 
.in the accrediting agencies, public disclosure of 
information, etc.). This is of no real benefit to 
students and ' t axp^ayer s . 

• Second, the primary role of most accrediting agencies 
Is to help an Institution or program assess the degree 
to which it' meets'^.^its owg stated goals .; Assessing 

the degree to which the institution or program meets 
an externally imposed standard of quality is a secondary 
concern. The .accred i t i*ng agency accomplishes its 
mission by helping an institution undertake and complete 
a self-study, wlhch the accrediting agency then 'reviews - 
offering conttnents about how the inst i t ut ion. can improve 
Its performance. Some accrftditing agencies conduct 
a sit> review of an institutiSon as Infrequently as ^ 
once in ten years. 

The accrediting process is in m?t^y ways analog^ous 
/to a personnel evaluation that' is uBed to help an 
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. employee i'dentify his 'VY her strengths and weaknesses^ 

but which cannot effectively be \ised to decide whether 

that person continues to. receive a salary or what 

* that salary should be. Although accYedi ting ^encies 

render i nval uabl e' ser vi ce to the post seconda ry educatitjn 

jcommunity, these agencies are not the appropriate 

w 

mechanisms for determining which institutions .should 
• receiv^e Federal funds- 

Instead of ensuring wise investment ^f f edera 1 ^lol lar s , 

{ 

our current system: 

it , ^ ♦ 

• H n c o urage s nee dless pro!l 1 f fe^ a t ion of accreditation 

agencies . Thfe Commissionei<f' s first list of accredit ing 
agencies, issued in 1952, included 28 accrediting 
agencies. The list now includes over 70*agencies. 
Many of these ure program-specific accrediting agencies 
which arc supelf luousr to ^he federal eligibilit y 
process ': . the programs th^y accredit are already 
eligible* by virtue of tftcir location in an accredited 
inst itut Ion . * , ^ * ' * 

« Creates nee<jless paperwork for institutions^ accrediting 
agencies, and the Fedef.al government. 

a 

41 Most importantly -- misleads students and ^their parents 
into believing that the Federal government vouches 
for the quality of any educational institution or 
•program that receives funds *under the Higher Education 
Act. ^' - • ' ' . > 
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hOV ivk ADMINISTR AT ION PROPOSAL ADDRP.S.SES THESE PROBLEMS 

The ^Administration proposal addresses the problems I have 
outlined in six important ways. 

First, the proposal frebs accredltating agencies 
to[do their Job . The Administration proposal d<>fes 
not constitute a statement of d i ssa"t is f ac t i on with 
private accreditation. On the contrary, the proposal 
reflects oor concern about inappropriate use of acj;:rediting 
agencies by the Federal government . These agencies 
providedx-valuable service to the'postsecctndary education 
community long before the Federal government became 

^ involved in their activities; we expect that they 
wi^l continue to do so wKen their tie to the Federal * 
government is severed.. In fact, we believe that 
our proposal will enhc^l oce the vitality of most private 
accrediting agencies by freeing them from intrusive 
» Federal regulation and pressures to take on inappropriate 

, activities that are unrelated to their central" miss ion 
of assessing the quality of education. : We are confident 
that the <rtrong sense of integrity and professional 
^ respqnsibil i ty "in the post secondary educat ioir communi ty 
will ensure sound accreditation practices without 
Federal regulat ion. ^ 
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# Sbcond, the proposal will prompt citizens tct pressure 
th e states to take-greater responsibility fc/r -tflie - 

/ -quality of education offered by i nst i t ut 1 (fhs within 
their border s ^ Our proposal establishes an element 
, of government to government accountability. 'This 
is in contrastN^o the current system, which tries 
to make private abo^editin^ agfencies accountable 
for achieving publ^ic aims. States will no Jonger 
be able to say that ehsuring minimum 'standards of 
quality is someone else's job. Indeed, most states 
have already been improv.inng their institutional 
licensing procedures in response to^andates from 
state legislatures and citizens concur ne^ with budget>* 
■ acMojint abi 1 i ty *and consullner protection. Our proposal 
will simply Strengthen this impetus. We wilT encourage 
the states t.o work'* with accrediting agencies not 
take on tke accrediting responsibility themselves. 

• Thir^, the proposal gives Ih e Federal government 

not private entities, -- res]3'oris ibi 1 i ty for monitoring 
institutional ma nagement of Federal dollars . Beyond 
threshold eligibility to apply to Highqr Education ' 

* ^ct Programs, inst i tut i i ons must meet the specific 
.eligibility rciquir e^len^s for eacli program. We will 

continue and enhance admini?strat ive actions to enforce, 
at the program lei^el, fequirem&nt for responsible 
y ' institutional management of -Federal funds. 
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^9 .Fourth, the- pVoposal does_not mi slead sti/dents^and 
l?:?.L£im- "^he proposal gives students and parents 
the ultimate responsibility for the quality of the 
educat ion^they jiurchase, but informs them about how 
to ex:e.rcise tha t ^esponsl b^i 1 i ty intelligently. Our 
proposal to make the provision of student information 
a requirement f'or institutional eligibility for Federal 
student financial aid programs is one step we've 
^ already taken to, help education consumers^ 



• Fifth, the proposal saves money . The proposal woul^ 
free for alternative and more productive uses the roughly 
half a million dollars currently being spent bv ^he Federa 
government to monitor accrediting agencies, 

# Finally, the proposal cuts down on bureaucracy and 
j>aperwork for the Federal government, accredi t in| ;^ 

agencies, and institutions . 

V 

OTHER FEDERAL PROGRAMS . . ' 

The Commissioner's responsibility for listing accrediting 
agencies extends beyond programs administered by him or even 
under the purview of this Qommittee. Specifically, variou^ 
health legislation -- including the-Public Heal'th Service Act 
and the Health rr(?*fessicn Education Act as well as Veterans 
Administration legislation ha* reference to the list of accredit- 
ing agencij2S approved b/ the Commissioner. . 
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The AtJmiiiisttation is not at this time proposing the removal 
of tJiose provisions, .Our recommendntion is limited to the 
education prbgrajns up for r ©author i zn t ion . However, to con- 
form with our proposal /we also recommend that the other 
relevant ' statutes be amended to shift the responsibility for 
certifying accrediting agencies from the Commissioner to the 
Assistant Secretary for fJealth or the Administrator of the 
Veteran^ ' Admiikis t rat ion , as appropriate. In thcstf other ^reas, 
other factors may apply and w^ do not wish to make recommen- 
dations for major change ajr this time. ^ 
z 

Mr. O'Keefe. Our intention irv making these proposals hw been 
several-fold." 

First oY all, we woOld like to recognize more fully s^nd realistical- 
ly the current role of the private a^ccrediting agencies, of t^e insti- 
tutions themselves, of the States and of the Federal Government in 
the accrediting process. ' r 

Second, we have reviewed the many studies .and the. various 
reports of conferences, ^o which previous speakers have referred, 
and wq, havie taken amird look at what the accreditation^ provisions 
actually accomplish -for the Federal Government and at what cost. 

Mr.- Fulton asked, ''Will the eligibility system be any better?'' 

I respectfully submit tjjat that may be the wrong question. . 

The proper question shbuld be: "Will the eligibility system be 
any worse, or will it deteriorate as a result qi removing the current 
^ Federal involvement in the accreditatioa-process?" 

From the comments made by several of the panelists, it could be 
inferred that the executive branch wants to ehminate accredita- 
tion; that is to say that we* propose to demolish the accrediting 
system that now exists. - * . v . 

We are in no way proposing to do that. We are moving in 
another direction: To free up the, accrediting system so that it can 
fun/^:tiQn aS a private enterprise basing its judgments peer review 
within the higher^ education system as higher education has tradi- 
tionally done over the years. ^ . ^ ■ 
^ Our concern, is with the burden th^t< the responsibility for certi- 
fying accrediting agencies places upon the Federal Gov^nment 
and. for the relatively small benefits that it gives the r«<leral 
Government. ' * ' i T 
' We perceive that this' allowa no form of genuine' quality l^ontrol. 
Howevcnr, it suggests that there is a quality (5^)ntrol mechanism in 
, place and gives that impression to parents, students and to others. 
They may conclude that because an institution receives Federal aid 
- ^it has been judged by the Federal Go;^ernmenl to be sound and to 
\r offer a quality education. * ^ ' 

The' process that is currently in place, does not do that. Rather, 
. it' goes into excruciating detail on issues of concern* to the accredit- 
ing organizations that frankly do not relate in our judgment to the 
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quality of education that is provided b'y the institutions which the 
accrediting organizations, accredit. 

I have brought with me several vohiinino\^ seta of detailed mate- 
rials developed by our staff ir| re,viewing organization that has 
applied to us for eligibility as an accrediting agency. 

This wa§ th|f application received from the American Association 
of Marriage Counselors. 

Now. please do not miijinterpret my remarks. I have nothing 
against, either the Association or the profession of marriage and 
family counseling. However, I use this as an illustration, because it 
seems to me that the kind of detail which we have gone into in 
reviewing this particular agelicy^ for. accreditation is far beyopd 
that with which the Federal Government needs to concern itself 
.In particular, I would like to put in the record at this point a Hst 
of the criteria that have been established in regulations. Some 90 
percent of those criteria address organizational or process issues 
associated with accreditation. Included are such questions as: 
Does the agency have fiscal or organizational viability? 
What IS the fee structure of the agency and what are the qualifi- 
cations ol the personnel who run the organization? 

What is its scope, and what procedures aVe followed in the ac- 
creditation process?' • ■» , • " 
The checklist of criteria that are used by the, office in reviewing 
these organizations 'is predominantly^ associated' with process. It is 
not related to quality of the review that that organization under- 
takes, and It c^?rtainly, even in a second- or third- or fourth-hand 
Way, has very little impjjct on the quality of the progiams that are 
otlered n> postsecondary institutions. 

For example, oh this particular review, the issues that were 
-raised by the review^ committee and the staff w^re two-fold; j 
First, IS marriage and family counselor training a discipline in 
it,s own right, or, because .it is interdisciplinary, is it in f^ict no more 
than an amalgam -of other est^iblish^d disciplines? 

Second, if marriage and family counselor trainiog is a discipline*^ 
in it>s own right, is there a need for a separate accrediting agency 
in this field? And can society be adequately protected by means of 
the Association's certification process? 

V The actual report runs to many many pages. On the first issue of 
serious concern— Is' marriage and family counseling a definable 
discipline or a definable field?— the analysis runs for some five or 
SIX pages, and basically comes down to a debate* among a nurnber 
of other professional organizations, some or which maintain that it 
IS part of their discipline and some of which maintain that it is its 
own discipline. 

IiVjparticular, the American Psychological /Association, the Coun- 
cjI oh Social Work Education, and the Ass6ciation fo; Clinical - 
Pastor^ Education, Inc., all maint^un that marriage and family - 
counseling Is a part of their discipline area and, therefore, should 
n«t ba established as a new discipline area. 

On the other hand, the American Association^f Family Counsel- 
ors claims that while it accepts persons with varied training into 
it.s niembyfiBhip, it does represent a definable and discrete field of 
practice. Further, there are a growing number of colleges and 
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universities that offer a definable prograjrn in nicirfiage and family 
counseliriig. ' . 

My point in presenting this detail — and there is more which I 
will spare the cliairman and nmembers of the committee — is that it 
seems to us that it is not appropriate for the Commissioner of 
Education or the Federal Government to be addressing the ques- 
tion of whether marriage and family counseling is or is not an 
acceptable discipline. That that is a matter for the professions to 
determine -themselves, and a matter for the higher education estab- 
lishment to deal with. > ■ . 

.'The problem with the way in which we now interpret our respon- 
sibility is that we are involved in just these kinds of judgments, 
Tliere are some 70 different accrediting committees which the 
Commissioner now has, on the approval list. Each '"of these has gone - 
through the same kind of soul-searching debate as to whether or 
» not it ought tb be listed as capable of performing the accreditation 
function. 

Our argument on the accreditation issue is n'Qt, I must repeat, . 
that accreditation is not an essential element in the quality control 
of postsecondary education. It clearly is, ' , ^ 

What we are suggesting is^ that the Commissioner, thr6ugh a 
large staff and a substantial amoUnt of funds ^ach year should not 
be making these kinds of detailed judgments, 

if you review the priteria that are currently in the regulations 
you will see that they touch on such things as equal employment 
opportunities, on tUh ettiical practices of the institutions, and on 
whether the agency monitors the ethical practices of those 
instituti^s. ' , ' 

ThoSG ar^. very difficult to defend as responsibilities of the Com- - 
missio^er of Education. The Office of Civil Rights is charged with 
the enforceVnent of certain civil rights, laws*. Further, -it seems to 
. mt* that the resj^onsibility for defining ethical standards for institu- ' 
tions. of postsecondary education should reniain quite distant from 
the Federal Government/ ' ' " • 

Perhaps I can comeXpack to some of the other issues -tjhiat have' 
been raised, but I have addressed the question of the accreditation 
issue. It has very limited applicability and puts us-^in the posture of . 
getting into detailed and bureaucratic concerns j?bout institutions 
that should'not be the business of the Commission^r^of Education, 
and we recommend that we not be involved ii) that business. 
^ Let me comment on several of other issues that Mr. Saunders »- 
raised in -his statement. ' . 

■ First of all, I certainly do not presume to take the time to defend ^ 
the entire Office of Education against the criticism of ''regulatory , 
.minds and busy work^' over the last 5 or 7 years. 

On the question of fair and equitable refund policy, it is our 
position that voluntary fair and equitable'refund policies have been 
helpful. We have worked with the higher education community to ^ 
develop Criteria which we are proposing be required. Voluntary 
criteria can be: chosen or not chosen by the institutions, and it is 
the very institutions which do not choose to, follow them which ' ' 
concern us because they are attracting large numbers of students 
with Federal assistance. 
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f Second,* as Charlie pointed out, there is a minor inconsistency 
) between th% teatnnofty and the appendix on- the question of droi> 
/ out rates. \ / *^ 

.u^"'"J?^''°^°^"^ ^^^^ drop-out rate Standards, nor have 

the authority to do so, but rather that the Commissioner untlertake 
M study to determme how serious the problem is. - , , 

Mr. Chairman, let me pause at that point. , . / 

k., I thank you very, much.' ^ / . . * / 

Mr. FORD^ Without objection, the criteria referredAo by Mr / 
U Keefe will be supplied for the record at the appropriate point / 
with his remarks. , ft- t- v 

[The information follows:] / 

SuDPART A— Criteria koii. Nationally Recoonizkd A^^CREbmNO Agencies and / 

Associations > / 

Authority: (20 U.S.C. 403(b), lOSfXb), 1141(a) 1248(11))- (42 TISC ?t)Hn/M ftn.i 

Source: 39 FR 30042. Aug. 20, 1974, unl(4i other^vi(^e noted. 
Section 11,9.1 Scope . - ' " / 

AccVeditatioh ol" institutions or nroprnnis of institutions- by agencies or amocl 
at.on» .mt.onn ly rccoinm^i by the b..^ Commissioner of Education is a prere^3c 
to the eligibility for jft^deral financml assistance of institutions and of tL sUk e, E 
^i^T .Z^ •'•V'''' '"i'^'^^u""'' " ^^-^ variety of federally supported prograX 

inThoTrS^^^ll? p"^ '•i'ir '■""^^'"^ publishei by X Comnii^ioSer 

rnS,^/Si „n '^"'k Inclusion on such list is dependent upon the Commissionfr's 
m,«m! nr ''"^■''"^■•^ ;r'^>*'4'"^ ««• association is reliable authority us to/the 

quality of trnnung offered. The Commissioner's recognitions is granted luid / he 

liiihcd by the GoijiniLssioner aAd set fofth §149.6 of this part. ' 
5rc/i0fi li.V2 I'>efiiiitiQri\i ' ' . ' 

\fc!^7£?/l the proc^ whereby an agencr-or association gi-nnts public 

rccpg^ution to n school, institute, college, untvorsity. or. specialized program of stuflv 
whicl, meets certain established qualifications mi educ^iUonal ^ta?,dS^^ deter 
mined through initial and periodic evaluatibns. The essential purS'^ ^tJ e^ccredi- 
tntjon process is to provide a' professioi^al .judgement as to the quality of the 
nlrrhoreof;" ""'"^''"'^'^ offered, an^ to encourage conSumprov!? 

"Advprse accrediting -action" means donial;-bf aCcreditaiion "^or preaccr<jditation 
status 6r the withdr'a^yal Of accreditation or preaccreditation st^itus- ^'^"'^"'^'^^100 
..„,efKr"^ or. asaociatiqn" means a corporation, asscteialiftn. or other legal entity or 
fupJtiJnr ^ the principal responsibility for carrying out the^ accrediting 

fn«K!Sj!l?!! wTT*''^''''"k"'''"^ total ~^,stitution and signifies that the 

institutiwi m a,whoIe is achieving its educational objecties satisfactorily- 

.Statesf'"" """""^ '■''"''"''^ '"stitutional accrcdidtio,! in "three or more 

Lnfo^th^nll^^Z''^ representatives who are laymen in the 

3.,^ nrSi.T ""t.*'^"^«tors irt, or menibers of. the profession fo? which the 

UnfcteC'" "'^^"'"^ ^'°'"'"hia and territ/ries and possessions . of the 

(20 U.S.C. 114 1(a)) 
■Si'.clwnJ4SJPitljlicationof.li4}t ^ ' / 

RSr^'^'f ll^^^ U S Coinmissioner of flducation will publish a list in the Federal 
S^^M °f the accrediting agencies and associations which he determines U) be 
reliable authorities as to tRe quality' of training offered by educational institution^ 
^'or^'fT'- geographfcal area or in a specfalized field The general 

nS '•«<^°*f"'tioc. granted to each of the listed accrediting bodies willldso ^ 

(20U.S.C. H41(a)) ' '• 



ERIC 



2q 



^9 



. 294 . 

Section H9.i Inclusion on h^t 

Any accrediiing agoncy or association which desires to be listed by the Commis- 
aioner as met'tin^? the criteria sot forth in §14*). G should apply in writing to the 
Director, Accreditation and Institutional Elligibilitv Staff, Bureau of Postaecondary 
Education, Office of Edycation, Washington, D.C. •^0202. ^ . . 

Section i(f9.5 Initial recognition, qnd renewal of recognition 

(a) For initial recognition and for vcnewal of recognition, the accediting agency or 
association will furnish information cstatiliahing its compliance with the criteria set 
forth in §149 (). Thiy information may, bo supplemented by personal interviews or by 
review of the agency's facilities, records, personnel qualifications, and administra 
tive management. Each agency listed will be reevalliated by the Commissioner at 
Ins discrftion.^but at least once every 4 years. No adverse decision will become final 
without affording Opjwrtunity for a hearing 

(b; In view of the criteria get forth in §149 6, it is -unlikolv that more than one 
association or ager>ry will qualify for. Recognition (I) in a defined geographical area 
of jurisdictioTi or (2) in a defined field of progi am specialization within secondary or 
p<^3t«iecondary education If^two or mpre separate" organizations in a defined field do 
seek recognition, they wilF both be expected to demonstrate need for their activities 
and show that they collaborate closely so that their accrediting activities do not 
unduly disrupt the affected institution or program. 

(20 U.8.C. iMUa'i) 

Section li^.t) Criteria - ^ 

In riH^uesting designation by the U.S. Commissioner of Education as a nationally 
recognized acci^editmg agency or association, im accrediting agency or association 
miist show 

(a) Ftinclional aspects. Its tunctionai asjxicts will be deii'ionstratcd by: . 
( I rils scopH? of ojwgitions; 

(1) The' agency or association is national or regional in its scope of operations, 
(ii) The agency or association clearly defines in iLs charter, by-laws or accrediting 

Htandai^s the scope of its activities, including the geographical area and the types, 
and levels of institutions or programs covered. 

(2) Its organization: . 

- (i) The agency or fLssociation has the administrative personnel and procedures to 
curry out its operations in a timely and elTecljive mai-yier. 

(ii) The agency or jxssociation defines iUs fiscal needs, »mary\gc^6 its expenditures, 
and has adequate financial resources to cafry out its operations, as shown by an 
exteirrially audited financial stafement. 

(iii) The agency s pr association's fee,8, if any, for the accrediUxtion process do not 
exceed the reasonable^ cost of sustaining and improving the process. 

(iv) Tiie agency ^r association uses competent and knowledgeable persons, quali 
fie4 by ex{>erienfaand training, and 'selects such persons in accordance ^yilh nondis- 
criminatory practices (A) to participate otx visiting evja^ation teams; (H) to engage 

'in consuUative services for thcevaluation and aecrejilitMion process; and {(.l) to serve 
on policy and decisionmaking Inxlies. > ^ 

(v) ^The agency or association incluc|e8 on each visiting evaluation team at least 
one ^person who is not a member of its [>olicy or dei:i9ion-inaki^ig l)ody or its 
adniini8trat,fVo staff. * ^ , . 

(^J) Its procedures: s * ^ • 

Hi) The agency or association mainf^iiiis clear definitions of eadi level of accredita- 
tion ^tjitus and has clearly , written procedures for granting, denying, reafTuming, 
revoking, and reinstnting such aceredited statuses. ' > 

The agency or association, if it lias developed a proncreditation status, provides 
for the application of criteria and procedures that are related in ail appropriate 
manner tc) those omployed for UccVeditation. 

(iii) The agency or association requires, as an integral part of its accrediting 
])rocess, institutional or progiam self-analysis and an on-site review by a visiting 
team , ^ 

(A» The self-analysis shall be a qualitative assessment of the strengths and limita- 
tions of the institution or program, including thfp achievement of institutional or 
program objectives, and should involve a representative portion of the institution's 
adnunistrative stafiV teaching faculty, students, governing body, and other appropri- 
ate constituencies. 

' (B) The agency or association provides written and consultative guidance to the 
Institution or program and to the visiting teatn. 

(b) Responsibility Its re^6jx)n8ibility will be demonstrated by the way in which — 
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(!) lia accreditation in the field in which it operates aorvos Nearly idtMitified 
needfif.^s follows: * 

(i) The agency's or associatioirs accreditation program takes into account the 
rights, responsibilitiew, and interests of students, the general public, the academic 
, profesaional, or occupational fields involved, and institutions. 

di)The agency'^ or association's purposes and objectives are JSelearly defined in its 
charter. by-laws,*or accrediting standards. 

(*2) It is respont^ive ^a.the public interest, in that: 

(i) The agency, or association includes representatives of the public in its policy 
and decision makmg bodies, or in »n advisory or consultative capacity that assures 
iitttMition by the policy and decLsion-making bodies. 

(ii) The agency or association publishes or otherwise makes publicly available: 

(A) The standards by which institutions of programs are evaluated; 

(B) The procedMres^ utilized in arriving at decisions regarding the accreditation 
status of an institution or program; 

(C) The ciirrent accreditation sUitujs of, institutions or programs and the date of 
the next currently scheduled review or recon^deration of accreditation; 

.(J)) The names and a/Tiliations of meml>ers of its jpOlicy and decision-making 
bodies, ftnd the name<s) of its principal administrative personner; 

(E) A description of the ownership, t:ontrol tind type o f^lega I ' organization of the 
agency or association ^ 

(jiil^The agency or association pVovides- advance notice'of proposed or revised 
standards to aU persons, iostitutions, and organizations^igi)ificantly affected by its 
i^ccrt^ditmg process, and provides guch persons, institutions and organizations ade- 
quate opportunity to Confment on such standards prior to their adoption. 

(iv) Thl^ agency or association has written procedures for the review of complaints 
rxiPtaining to mstitriitionaL or^Tof^ram quality, as these relate to the agency's 
standards.- and demonstratqiJ that such proce;dureg are adequate , to provide timely 
treatment of sui^K^omplaints in a maimer that is fair and equitable to the com- 
plainant and ^ the institution or progran\. ^ ' 

^^(3) If^assures due proce^ss in its accrediting procedures, as 'demonstrated in part 

. (U Affording initial evaluation of the institution^j oi^ programs only when the chief 
executive ofncer of the institution applies for accrreditatio/i of the institution or any 
ot its programiS; 

(ii) Providing for adequate discussion during an on-site visit between the visiting 
team and the facuUy, administrative staff, students, and other appropriate persons- 

(in) Furnishmg, as a re^ilt o^an evfihiation visit, a written report to the institu- 
tion or program commenting on areas of strengths, areas needing improvement and, 
when appropriate, suggesting means of improvement and including specific areas if 
any. where the institutio/i or [wogram may not be in compliance with the agency s 
sUuidardsj^ . ^ ^ 

(iv) Providing the^ chief executive officer of the institution or program with an 
'opportunity to comment upon the written report and to file supplemental materials 
pertinent to the f^cts and concIi\siojis in the written rGjK)rt .of the visiting te&m 
before^the accrediting agency or association takes action on tHe report; ^ 

(V) Evaluating when apprOpriateVthe reijort of the visiting team in the presence 
ol a member of the ;:eam. preferably the chairman; 

(vi) Providing for the vyithdrawal of accreditation only for cause, after review or 
^/ ■\ ^'!rT-*^l°" PPRram does not permit reevaJuation, after due notice^ * 

(vu) 1 rOATidid^ the chief executive oiTicer of the institution with a specific stated 
mont of reasorm-fbf any adverse accrediting action, and notice of the right to appeal 
such action; - o 1 

(viii). Establishing and implementing published rules of procedure regarding ap- 
peals which will provide for: . & r i 

(A) No change in the accreditation status of the institution or program pending 
disposition of an appeal; • i & s 

(B) Right to a hearing before the appeal body; 

(C) Supplying the chief executive officer of the institution with a wWtten decision 
of the appeal body, including a'statement of specifics. 

(4) It has demonstrated capability and willing'ness ^o foster ethic^r practices 
among the institutions or programs which it accredits/ including equitable student 
tuiti^pn refunds and nondiscriminatory pragtices in admissions and employment 

(&) It nuuntams a program of evaluation of its educational standards designee^ to 
assesa their validity afid reliability 
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(6) It uecurea sufficient qualitative information regarding the institutioB of pro- 
gram which shows an on-going projy^m evaluation of outputs consistent ^yith the 
oduaitiojrtal goals of the institution or program. 

(7) It encourages experimental and bnovative progmms to the extent that these 
are conceived and implemented In a manner which eitsures the quality (md integri- 
ty of the institution or program. ^ ' " 1,1, 

(8) It accredits "only thoste institutions or programs which meet its published 
standards, and .demonstrates that its standards, p61lcie«3. and procedures are fairly 
applied and th,at its evaluations are conducted and de(y8iQns rendered under condi- 
tions that assure ^n impartial and objective judgment. . ^ 

(9) It reevaluates at reasonable intervals institutions or programs wliich ^t has 
accr^ited. j ■ ■ ' 

(KX) It roiiuirea that any reference to its accreditition of accredited mstitutions 
and programs clearly specifies the drom and levels for wliich accreditation has been 
• received. 

(c) Reliability. Its reliability is demonstrated by— 

(1) Acceptance throughout the United States of its policies, evaluation methods, 
and decisions by educators, educational institutions, licencing bodies, practitioners, 
and employers; , . j i 

(2) Regular review of its st|mdards, policies and procedures, in order that the 
evaluative process shall support constructive analysis, emphasize factors of^rftical 
importance, and reflect the ^ucational and training needs of the student; 

(3) Not less than two years' experience as an accrediting agency or association; 

(4) Reflection in the composition of its policy and decisionmaking bodies of the 
community of interests directly affected by the scope of its accreditation 

(d) Autonomous. Its autorfiony is demonstrated by evidence that — 

(1) It performs no function that would be inconsistent with the formation of an 
inde|>endcnt judgment *of 'the quality of an educational 'program or institution; 

(2) It provides in its operating procedures against conflict of interest in the 
rendering of its Judgments and decisions. ■ ^ 

(20 U.S.C. 114(a)) 

Mr. FouD. One might -observe that when homebody reforms from 
habit of long jstanding, they do so wi£h abound, and I couldn't help 
But notice pur reformed bureaucrat on t]\e panel today reacting 
' against this bureaucratic proposal, v 

Let's do it backward. 

Mike, frankly, I am very much impressed with Mr. Saunders* 
two p^e commentary here, but I took a look at the sections (j) and 
.(k) and I really have some difficulty understanding how anybody 
with a straight face could send those things up here. 

P^te^e give me some clue as tc what we will be accompli^hing by 
asking institutions to respond to those two items? * 

Now, it s possible that the problem with (j) is an ambiguity in 
language construction, although I think it does require th^ iilstitu- 
jtion to identify the courses. ' ' 

In the conJjtruction that Mr. Saunders has put on it, you would 
have to have an exhaustive list of those things which you are 
wasting your tirpe tal5:ing at school and those courses for students ' 
that are aiming. toward a degree. 

That reallv smacks of the worst kind of outside interference with 
other people s ideas of what the value of education is. 

How would an institution decide what is and what is not practi- 
cal? Who is to say that I wasted time Wliile goin^ to law school 
because I became an expert on modern jazz as a result of taking 
courses in the school of music? If I am going to practice laW in New 
Orleans, that may seem to me to be a reasonably good broadening 
experience. • . ' 

K[pw do they certify, my music courses under thqse circum- 
stjinces? ^ 
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Mr.' O'Kerfe. Youi: suggestion is the correct one; the language in 
\ sub-subsectioi) (i) is somewhat ambiguous and \«as not intended the 
r way in- which Mr. Saunders interpreted it. 

. We do not intend to propose that an institution admit in print 
that there are curriculums that prepare you for nothing in particu- 
lar. ' 

Sections (j)'and (k) set forth our concerns that thei;e are large 
■ numbers of mstitutions that do advertise themselves very aggres- 
sively as providing a studf^nt with training for a specific career. 
Ihey advertise themselves 'on television, in the neipapers, on 
r^dio, specifically stating or implying that if you come and take 
this curriculum you will get a job as a computer programer as a 
beauty specialist, or what have you. 

Our intention in 0') and tk) was to suggest that those institutions 
that clearly identify themselves as preparing one for a specific job 
ought— as part of the information they provide students— to in- 
clude some indication of the success rate of those students in those 
speciwojob fields. 

. Mif P'oRi)> But your language is considerably broader than what 
you just described. 

If a school says that after 10 weelts you will be an accomplished 
. ' mechanic capable of being employed in a normal garage to repair^ 
the electronic system on an automobile, that is considerably nar- 
rower and easier to understand than the representation that the 
mstitution IS offering a course or courses of study intended to 
prepare^ students for a parficular vocation, trade, profession, or 
career field, just as preparing someone to be a beautician is much 
"etvsier to define. ' j • ' , 

Take it over the other way, mofT'traditionaUy, what do you 
mean when you are saying you are preparing someone to be a 
fawyer.-^ 

There are vast differences between what is going on in law 
schools today across this country. 

Medical schools don't even have the same length of time for ^ 
required courses. Medical schools are now requiring courses that 
•were thought to be totally elective a few years ago, not directly 
relatmg to medicine at all, but called: Defend yourself against the 
Federal bureaucrat problems. , 

They should be teaching* them how to avoid taxes. This is so 
broad that you would be asking schools to literally represent "if you 
get a I h. D. in government, you are going to know something about 
government, and we have a lot of evidence in this town that that 
isn t so. 

Mr. Saundkrs. I would like to agree with Mike in his last formu- 
lat;ion.. 

We have no objection to regulating arjy institution that makes 
specitic claims that its graduates obtain employment in this field 
lhat IS our understanding of the current regulation. Such an insti- 

u-T u"^ ^P^^ii'e^ to provide accurate backup data on 

which those claims are based. But your question is exactly right 'on 
the broader issue, Mr. Chairman: Who makes these decisions about 
career, fields.^1 he answer apparently In this proposed language is 
the federal Government, all-knowing, makes these decisions. The 
problem is, they don't. 
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I have gbt.just part of our voluminous correspondence with the 
Office of Education over the years on this kimX of an issue. When 
their regulations wer^ originally proposed, we ^ent them a series of 
questions asking how they define career fielcls. 

Would art history or German or chemistry be considered a ca- 
reer field? • - , 

This is part of the answer, we got back to that: question: 

The use df tho phrase "career fiSld** was iiitepded to clarify tha^ie regulation 
covered more than just job training courses offered by proprietary scfiwls. , ; 

Most universiticfi do triuh people for specific vocations or careers in fields such as 
law, medicine, engineering, nursing, et cetera. ^ . . ^ 

Many students enrolled in Hbeffil arts colleges are not being trained for -a specific 
career and thus would be exempt from this Requirement, at least to that ix>int in 
their educational career where they elect tq' nu\jor which does train for a specific 
vocation. ' - 

It would appear to us that art, history, Gejrman or chetnistry would not be subject 
to tho requirement of this exemption except where a person is specifically trained 
for, for . example, to become a chemist, translator or teacher of art, history or 
German. 

You tell us what that means. ' 

Mr., Ford. I think I begin to understand what they are trying to 
do;Jrankly^ I have the feeling that the antiproprietary school bias 
that so frequently pops up in that place over there is pnce 'again 
leading us down the road that the VA takes us on every once in a 
while of ''let's get sorrtebody, because we have got a particular case 
where someone feels that a misrepresentation was made that we 
are going to teach you to be an auto mechanic." 

As a matter of fact, it may be a school that doesn't have a car to 
work on lhat is yoiinger than 10 years. Those things have to be 
lived with, but this is awfully btoad language, I just would be very ^ 
hesitant ah^ut putting that sort of thing into a statute, because the 
invitation for proliferation of people over there to try to interpret 
that for the wide variety of programs we have in postsecondary 
education would be something I am afraid that we couldn't resist. 

Would you like to work that thing over and give us a little 
different approach to get at what you yvant? ^ 

You want ^ truth 'in packaging requirement that says^ in effect, 
WQ ace going to train you as a barber so that in the State where 
you are trained you will be able to apply successfully, at least in 
terms of our abiUty to train you, to take the test for being a barber. 

That we can understand, but suggesting that somebody that has 
a major in accounting is going to go out and get a job in accounting 
when they leave school is ludicrous. 

We would have to start tracking people at some stage. 

A large i]iumj>er of people in undergraduate school are still wan- 
dering around trying to figure Out what they are going to do. If we 
ever applied the tests that used to be applied for the Job Corps, we. | 
had people who attacked us in the* Job Corps because we trained a ^ 
young, barely literate, totat failure out of society, q school dropoui 
with no family, nothing, starting from ground zerO, and we got 
them to the point where they got up every day, went to work and 
knew how to make change, do a lot of other things that we started 
out to train them for. Then 6 months late*- they were gainfully • 
em'ployed but not gainfully employed in a particular course, 

• ^ . . ■ ■ ■ 
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. 'Phey were in a Job Corps' and people attacked us and s^id the 
Job Corps IS a failure because ybu are training these peoplb to be 
bricklayers and they are ending up as carpenters. 
- I am very sensitive to that sort of thing, and that is what we 
could be imposing on the coUege'Jv 

What people say ilhey want to he or do or achieve when' they are 
in school Is very nebulous.. 

We have many doctors sitting out here as full-timfe Memt^rs of 
Congress." 

Do you suppose at any. stage that anybpdy wouM, have certified 
wh^t they were taking in medical school was lea'din^ them toward 
their real goal, or that th,ey even knew .when they w.erc taking it 
that that was what they v^^ere going to do? 

We have every profession you can imagine represented here in 
the Congress, and how many of the people deliberately took courses 
m college aimed toward this career? 

I am just fearful that what Mr. Saunders is sounding is the kind " 
of refiction we are ^oing to get throughout the community, and we 
ought to look at that very carefully. , 

The next one, in the case of an institution which represents itself 
as offermg a course of study as described in clause (j), the most 
; recently available placement data for each course of study which is 
offered by the institution a^d is intended as "preparation, and the 
percentage of such students who obtain employment at such 
position. 

The interesting thing about -that is that the institutions that can 
give that to you are the proprietary schools, because they make a 
habit of compiling that information and following up on their 
graduates to be able to induce other people to spend money with 
them and go to school by showing their results. , 

But there isn't a college in my State that can tell you with any 
degree of certainty what this is. 

They don't know how many graduates in the University of 
Michigan Law School in the past 10 years are gainfully employed 
today. ' \ 

By national stfxtistics, we know approximately how* many should 
be employed and how much they should be" making, but we don't 
know whether they are representing gangsters on the east coast or- 
whatever on the west coast, or investing in real estate or running a 
cattle ranch out here in the West someplace. 

We don't tfnow that, and we never have tried to find it out, and I 
don t think that most colleges and universities are in a position to 
know that. 

We cannot even find the ones who owe us a student loan a year 
after they get out of school. . 

It would be very interesting' to know how many people with a 
college education do in fact get a job related directly to that college 
education, but that is something that ought to be done by some- 
body writing a Ph. D. dissertation, not by high-paid people in the 
Department of Education. 

I would ask you also to take another look at that and see "if that 
IS a practical kind of adventure for us to go on. / 

I understand what is being said here. That is if you use in you/ 
advertising that 90 percent of the people whoVo to the XYZ auto 
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mechaflic scAiooI go Vi^ht to work, vou should have data" to prove 
'that. But I don't Jknoy of an;^ "college or university that mys x 

fercent of the people who^gat a baccalaureate degree will g^ a job. 
thought that was, in the traditional setting of the so-called tradi- 
tional liberal arts college, secondary to the i^al purpose/of educa- 
tion.^ And -certainly our people in aivinity schools wout(i bridle if 
you suggested .that thdy ought to justify how manyypeople were 
gainfully em^Med who graduated from the di\^nity sclioft|^. You 
are not suppos^ to be. / I 

Mr. Fulton^ The J^heological schools are one of'nvy cliepts, sir. 
Mr. Ford. Tbi^ again catches t6o many people ip the net. I would 
be inclined toward the idea that there should be trutk in packag- 
ing; if somebody is feoing to represent that there is a direct connec- 
tion between ^ivhat they, are offering, whether they are public,. 
pfivate, profit ^r n6nprofit; and some specific measure of a go^ of 
success, then they should .put up what they offer. You shouldn't be 
enticed into an^ndergi^aduate school and permitted to take 4 years 
of college to fmd that their credits are not transferable to any 
school that has the kind of graduate school that you want to gO to. 

That is the kind of thing that we try to guard against, ^ut I 
think again Mf^ Saunders is stowing the reaction of the education 
community to something that is overly broad. And I would hope 
that you could rerfbt to it. ^ * 

The accreditation problem is ^ little more difficult for me to 
grasp. It does bother me that anybody; could say" that we have been 
certified by th^ Federal Government to be a good school. I don't 
know how you avoid that. It does bother me that we have h^id this 
growth ever since 1949, ^hen it got started as an officially sanc- 
tioned accrediting agency. There is a.clear distinction that is point- 
ed out here between the problem o:^ the accrediting agency in your 
testimony, Mr. O'Keefe, that accre?Jits institutions and the accredit- 
ing agency that accredits programs, and I ask the question of 
anybody on the panel, why should there be a government-certified 
accreditor of programs as distinguished froni institution? 

Mr. FuLTOi^T. I would attempt to respond, sir. One of the points 
which most of the critics of this system fail. to note is that the 
granddaddy statute for the Commissioners' list is 38 U.S.C. 1775, 
whicji is the GI bill, and that statute specifically, by its very words, 
refers really to courses specifically"" accredited. According to the 
self-admissions ojf the so-called regional accrediting agencies, and I 
quote the Western Association of Schools and Colleges, particular- 
''ly. They say they dorl't accredit programs sfs such. So,* therefore, 
whatever the administration might want to do with the elimination 
of accreditation as an instrument of institlitional funding or eligi- 
bility, that would be unrelated to the statutory rpandate to the 
Commissipner 'pursuant to 38 U.S.C. 1775 and partipularly for pro- 
grammjitic accreditation. Under the GI bill accreditation does not 
serve as an* element of eligibility accreditation is merely an altex'- 
native tool for course approyal,^ not- eligibility. 

Now, whether or riot the VA has, m jact, utilized that type of 
accreditation is distinct from the statutory mandate for the USOE 
list. The fact is they have not used 4t, but the statutory language is 
ther.e, in my opinion, mandating particularly the utilization of 
programmatic accreditation for course approval. 
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Just tx) wind this up, as far as the Commissioner s h'st, I think it 
IS verx interesting Mr. OtKeefe has slyfted his argument of wheth- 
.er ehgibihty w^ld be anS' better— and there is t'hat saying if it 
isn t brokl;. don t fix it -to complaining about how the Commission- 
er has administered liis hst. Ileavens, if- the USOE. the HEW, 
doesn't hke the way in which the CQmmissioner adniinisterii the 
list, then they have the present statutory authority to cliange their 
crjtena. tp^ fact, most)of us in the accinWiting community had 
assumed that had l?een going on for the last 6 or 8 months'. 
\ Apparently that was only a plov. - - 

- Mr. MacK:innon. The New York State Education Department, a 
-htate agency, and a nationally recognized accrediting agency by 

the U.^. Comhiissioner, does its accreditation by programs. Let me 
give one circumstance that is an illustration; we had an institutioJi 
which was fine; it'served a large number of stijdenta but neverthe- 
less it did develop a pi'-ogram in which in the expenditure of State 
student tuition assistance moneys and in the cjase of Federal tu- 
ition assistance moneys we had to really raise some questions as to 

- whether it was a proper type of program: were the students, in 
(act, receiving what was being purported to be received, ajiid was it 
a good expenditure of FederaJ^and Stato moneys in that progham 
within an institution. The institution overall was fine, but some- 
times you find programs that really need to be exaniined more 
closely. Without closing down the institution for one program you 
can close off the program and allow the balance of the institution 
to continue. - 

Mr. Ford. The administration is saying that you should continue 
dping what you are doing except wear only one hat instead of two 
that you would do exactly what you ave doing without having the 
pat on the hodd, knighting you by the Commissioner of Education 
How does tiiat improve the quality of your accrediting function in 
New York State? 

Mr. MacKinnoni, We will continue whether we have the pat on 
the head as a nationally recognized accrediting agency or we oper- 
ate just as a State agency. We will operate on that basis,^on the 
program for equality. 

Mr. Ford. I am wondering if there is another accrediting agency, 
lor family counseling and marriage counseling, if what we arenl 
trying to do is go around the back door and create a new thing 
called profession. We had three traditional professions one time, 
laying asidfe the oldest one, and now everybody is a professional' 
and you have become a professional when you get au association 
that gays you are a member of that profession. 

When I was a legislator, I was importuned to regulate surveyors 
" Tk- ^'"^j''^'^^P*^ gardeners. We- were one of many States that did 
this, and now they are professional surveyors arid landscape gar- 
deners. 1 he people who went to engineering schools to became civil 
engineers who were the people we called surveyors said what are 
- you doing? You have these people with the right to advertise 
themselves as surveyors now, and they are tree planters, and you 
have by law given them the opportunity to be in the minds of 
people coAtused with a true profess^ion of civil engineer. 
• I his goes on all the time. Every time you get a group of people 
in a business—the marriage counseling thing has been all over this 
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country in one form or another. A few ^ years ago,^w6 ha/J tht^ 
question of licenfeing marriage counselors, and the ministers ayd 
priests &aki we thought we were doing that sort of thing and 
doctors, who were the last ones who should be doing it, said we are 
not taking oi^ a license because we do it. You had p^^ople who 
didn't nt into any other categpry who wanted to pursue that occu- 
naffhn and be able to put up a certificate saying they wore certified 
Jobe, in fact, a marriage counselor because they had a course in 
psychology at the local agricultural school, and wd have' them all 
over the country now. ' , ' 

. 1 am afraid that the administration has' a point here that we 
ought to try to work out in my absence with the staff. How do you 
avoid having this present practice become a kind of a certifying 
process for unnecessary appendages on the accrediting field? 
Should people be -able to say we are '*a legitimate accrediting 
association; you either belong to us or you jeopardize your. possibili- 
ties of getting Federal and State assistance,'' when you, as a State 
accrediting agency, have no right to override them when it comes 
to that particular field? If you- are an accrediting agency recognized 
by the Office of Education, and the marriage counselors are an 
accrediting agency recognized by HEW, you pan't stop HEW from 
giving them jnoney, can you? 

Mr. MacKinnon. No, this has been a problem in terms of coordi- 
nating 

Mr. Ford. But if it follows the administration proposa], -it would 
all funnel through you; is that correct? 

Mr, MacKinnon. I think the problem is that they are d/opping 
to the States the question of license^ chartering, legally authorized. 
There may be the legal authorization; they mnay have financial 
stability; they may have moral integrity of those incorporating, but 
then comes the question of 2, 3, 4, 5 years later, what is the quality 
of the programs being offered in that institution that was licensed, 
chartered, or registered, however it came into being? I think there 
is a need— we do it in New York State by program to continually 
look at the quality of the progr^Hrns being offered by an institution 
that we had at some pdint said, yes, you may get started. 

Mr. FOKD. I am going to turn this over to Mr. Clohan, who has 
some questions on behalf of Congressman Buchanan, I have to 
observe, 1 think, you and I are agi-eeing with Mr. O'Keefe at -this 
point; only we don't sound like we are agreeing with him. What 
you describe to me fit^s perfectly with my idea of what you should 
be doing at the State level but^cares me ^ when I think of the 
Fqiieral'f)eople doing it. 

Mr. Cloman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

In previous testimony on this issue it was suggested that by tying 
eligibility to accreditation, you, in fact, were making-^it virtually 
impossible for an accrediting agency to turn you down as an insti- 
tution for accreditation. \ see Mr. Fulton shaking his head; maybe 
he would like to comment on that. 

' It is also noted that, of the 8,800 institutions on the OE's eligibil- 
ity list because of their association with accrediting agencies,- 6,900 
of those receive that eligibility because of their accreditation sta- 
tus. ' 
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What other lactdrH were used by the oth^r- 1,900 iostitutions— to 
. become eligible? Plfease' comment on whether by tying the two 
together you preclude an accrediting agency from turning down an 
institution. How mariy are turned down. - . 

Mr. O'Keefe. I don't have that immediately handy. Let.mp^sup- 
piy it for the record. (See Attachment "B'.*). 

Mr. Fuj/rON. As far as turning down ^enci^s, as one who has 
been sued personally }n a $3V2 million damage §iuit, I can assure 
you that accrediting ^genci§^ do reject institutions and do expel' 
them. Then of course you get caught in the trap of answering how 
many did you expel, .and when you^tell the next response is well 
you mustn t be any gqpd if you have to kick people out. Ym can't 
win. It IS the attrition game, also. Is it high or low attrition, that is 
the essence of quality? 

Mr. Clohan. The attrition rate, is perhaps what we should be 
discussing, since we are reti^l^tilking about excluding them. Ex- 
cluding them from eligibility for these programs, is where'^he 
diiiiculty occurs. , , 

Mr. Fulton. If you accept the premise of the present "system that 
the triad gets you into the ball game, and each element must come 
into place, and then once you are in the ball game, then the 
monitoring function,^th6 post audit authority of 497A for the pro- 
gram administrators to set- and measure by their fiscal standards 
the administrative performance of the school. It took the OE 3 
^o^o^ ^^x.^^^ ^^^^^ regulations into place after the law was passed in 
This ignores the fact that they already under the General 
Education provisions had ample statutory authority, that is sepa- 
rate and apart fr4?m the thfee tried elements. You can kick people 
out but this, then, brings into play an internal conflict of interest 
withm the USOE that I»have personally seen and experienced 
Inevitably, there will come a time when the program administra- 
tor, to save his program, to preserve his statistics, or from possible 
external pressures, social, or otherwise, will want to keep an insti- 
tution in the program, and therefore would not exercise the eligi- 
bility decision to deeligfl)ilize the institution. This is the implicit 
hazard of reposing eligibility determination authority in the same 
Wfice as eligibility termination. 

At the present system, there are two different economic points 
Ihere is the division of eligibility, and separately there are^ the 
program administrators. Under the administration proposal every- 
thing would then fall into the program administrators' decision. 
You would have no inhouse balance of power to make sure that the 
program administrators are in fact observing their termination . 
responsibilities Look how long it took for the NDSL data" to sur- 
face. At best 10 years. 

I mean it is a very serious thing when you repose all the authori- ■ 
ty m one place. They won't use their present authority. This has 
been amply illustrated. In 1972, they said they needed more legisla- 

them about 3 years to get their regs. In 
IJ/b, they got more legislative authority, expanded 497A to include 
all programs. The administration has done very little with that 
expanded authority. All they do is continue to find "fault with 
ycreditation. * 
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Mr. Clohan. If they aasuijie the bandits are in the proprietary 
sector, why not let the FTjC, as they have biien willing to do, pursue 
those 8Ch<J&ls that are making allegations of placement rigs to 
induce the students into the programs? 

When the chairman ask^d you to comment, Mr. O'Keefe, you 
were using proprietary school programs as examples of where 
there are abuses. Certainly the Fl'C has been aggressive, at least in 
the last year, in trying to clear up the very thing that it w^uld 
appear HEW is trying to get at in the proposed legislation. 

Mr. O'Kekfe. Ivet me respond to d couple of your question^ Mr. 
Clohan. Urfcler some circumstances an institution can be p^tified 
as eligible even if it does not meet the accreditation criteria — for 
exam^)le if it gives evidence that it is making satisfactory progress - 
toward accreditation or qualifying for accreditation by the appro- 
priate accrediting body or if it meets what is called ''tlpie three- 
letter rule/' If three other institutions which are accredited accept 
the credits of an unaccredited institution, then the unaccredited 
institution is regarded as being ^'acceptable'' in the community, 
and therefore it is given acceptable eligibility status. 

The question of, *Why not the Federal Trade Commission?,'/ is a 
legitimate one. The major policy thrust of our proposed legislation 
is to provide dollars'to the consumer, that is, to the student, based 
on nqed. The fundamental policy behind these programs is to as- 
sure access. We are not proposing any changes in that, but we are 
proposing to arm the consumer with the economic capability to 
purchase the service. 

In tandem with this policy there should be provisions that identi- 
fy the responsibilities of the institutions to which these consumers 
will be going to purchase the services. There are responsibilities for 
adequate information, for certain kind^of information to enlighten 
-those consumers as they shop around for the particular product 
they are -looking for. ^ , 

The question of where in the Federal Go^rnment that responsi- 
bility ought to reside is a legitimate one. It appears to us, however; 
that given this very strong thrust, >ve should arm the^ consumer, 
and that there should be concomitant and complementary minimal 
information requirements 'that the sellers of service have to pro- 
vide buyers as they shop around with Federal money. 
^ Mr, Clohan. I am not questiC^ning whether it should be in the 
Higher Education Act; it obviously is now, and I don't think there 
is any question frojtn the members that the standards that are in 
493 be retained, or maybe slightly changed. It is the expansion that 
concerns me. When you start looking at dropout rates and start 
looking at imposing tqition refund policies, or allowing the Com- 
missioner or tne SecretaryHo set standards for tuition refund poli- 
cies, that expansion should be carefully considered. 

I think the consumer information is necessary, and most people 
agree with that. 

Mr. O'Keefe. On the refund policy, which is certainly a contro- 
versial issue in the department and in the Congress we simply feel 
that there are sufficient examples of concern to convince us to 
propose some minimal requirements for refund policies. It was 
never our intention that we would develop new criteria or criteria 
different fr^om those .developed in a cooperative relationship with 
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the higher education community. The assumption of an adversarial 
relationship at the starting point is certainly not our intention. Wp 
tfeel that there is room for serious abuse in a system in which poor 
students who may be poorly qualified are attracted into institu- 
- tions and then drop out very rapidly. There should be some provi- 
sion that a refund policy be in place, that the student know what 
that refuild policy is. , 
Mr. Saunders That is already, in the Jaw. 

Mr. O'Keefe. It is in the law to the e^jtent that if the student 
asks for it, it has to be available. We Would require that the 
information be made available to the students^. 

Mr Saunders. "The law requires the institution 'to publish its 
refund policy already. 

Mr. O'Keefr What w'e are^ suggesting is that an abuse exists 
waen^you do not define what a refund policy is. To simply require 
institutions to publish a, refund policy with no requirement as to 
what that policy should be is not enough. 

Mr. Ci.OHAN. It was noted earlier that your original proposal as 
it came up last Thursday suggested that there would be a savings 
«rnnnnn°^^"^^*^^^^ '^^ million, and your testimony today stated 

What would be the net cost to the higher education community 
accrediting associations, and the Federal Government of the 
change that you are proposing? I know that is difficult to assess, 
but if the Federal Government saves $500,000 or $1 million, will 
there be a concomitant increase in the cost at the State level 
perhaps because of their increased responsibility? 

Mr. O'Keefe. That is obviously a highly judgmental qimstion. It 
seems to me; however, that the weight of the argument can be put 
on the side of savings rather than cost. That is to say, the accredit- 
ing agencies, themselves, will not have to go through the volumi- 
nous process of staff review. We will not have to split hairs on 
issues like whether family and marriage counseling is, in fadt, an 
identifiable discipline. There are savings associated with that. The 
accrediting organizations will not have to go through that process 
^ At the State level, I believe most of the States, all but 3 or 4, 
have criteria and an administrative process already in place in 
their licensing procedures that in most cases, in fact, recognizes the 
role of accreditation as fully as we do at the Office of Education 
Ihose procedures are now in place; it is, in effect, as the chairman 
suggested in his dialog with Mr. MacKinnon, duplicative of -what 
the U.b. Commissioner of Education now has to engage in. It seems 
to me that on balance it is going to save money, not c?5st money. I 
think the implication that it will cost money suggests thlSl a new 
activity needs to be undertaken. It doeen't. What we are proposing 
18 to ehminate a duplicative activity. 

Mr. Clohan. Would someone else like to comment*? 

Mr. MacKinnon. I think one of the points that I mentioned, was 
who should pay for the accreditation of the program and we sup- 
port the program accreditation. 

I don't think current law Says you have to use a private agency, 
but rather you could use accrediting agencies that are public. ' 

In ternris of who pays, should it be a public expense t6 review 
pubhc policy issues or should the institutions through student fees 

• . 31 1 



^^06 ' I 

have to p^y for the accreditation pjocessTl think. private accredita- 
tion is going to have to remain there in some part. 

The total reliance TTft licensure adrr\inistration goes to far. 'The 
public agencies. States, should be looking at the quality of pro- 
•grams after they have"jestablished an institution. " q 

Now who pays, that is still another item that could be discussea, 

Mr. Fulton. I would lik*e to respond on the cost factor. I \yould \ 
still like to get at page 6 of Mr. O'Keefe's second justification, '*Will ^ 
prompt citizens to take greater responsibility for the quality of 
education offered by institutions/' 
^ He has admitted that the accrediting agencies do a splendid job 
, in determining quality, but I infer by eliminating accreditation" as ^ 
an element of eligiblity he is uninterested in having quality as an . 
element of eligibility. 

At the same time he would provok-e the citizens of the States, 
and the States other than New York have not -exactly been falling 
all over each other for the last 25 years to form State-financed, 
State-supported accrediting agencies or the viable equivalent. 

The current legislation clearly permits a State to perform that 
function and to be recognized or else the Commissioner is doing an 
illegal act in recognizing the State of New York. 

As I think we all a^ree, there is no such thing as a free Junch. 
Now if the administration is going to get the citizens to pressure 
the Stiites to do what the USOE would no longer recognize, the 
accrediting agencies, that would cost each State — and New York is 
really the only State now doing it. ^ 

So there are 49 States that presumably a| a minimum would cost 
.about $1 million for each State. 

Mr. Clohan. If we assume that the States would have to pick up 
additional responsibilities, and given the fact, as noted in the 
COPA testimony, that some States don't have any authorizing 
laws, will the States be able to accept these responsibilities? 

In addition to the question of costs, the committee must deal 
with the question of phasing in the changes as 'you suggested. How 
long would this phase in take and what complications would arise 
or should it just be an immediate dropping of the requirement for ^ 
eligibility upon enac*lment of the law? 

Mr. O'Kkkfe. Yes, it could be phased in, 

I would also like to react to Mr. Fulton's remarks. I don't know 
where he gets his data that the States are not doing anything- to 
assure quality of education within their boundaries. • 

I think we cart probably find examples of States that do a rela- 
• tively poor job of it. But I think the vast majority of States in faCt 
exercise a substanti;fil amount of quality control over postsecondary ^ 
education. 

rt is our position that that is a State function and that we have 
to rely upon that function at the Federal level, and that the pres- 
ence of an onerous, bureaucratic, and paperwork ridden process at 
the "Federal level doesn't substitute for the State responsibility. 

It seems to me that in those instances in which the States are 
absolutely derelict in their responsibility, we could probably make 
some other provision. But those cases are very few and far be- 
tween. 
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Mr. Clohan. In the first hearing^ on this subject. Chairmftn Ford 
read about 4 to 5 pages oOwritten transcript about his concerns 
with the States picknig un more responsihihty in the area I do 
thmk It is important to know" what the States are doing now 

Ms. Knudson. The most, recent study of that is the AIK report on 
btate oversight. It js how 18 months old and it is worth four 
looking at^jecause it gives a very clear picture of \yhat\^ach State 
is doing, wh^t was in the works in each legislature. That can be 
updated very quickly by a call to the education commissions of the 
btatcTs which monitors this very carefully. 

I reinain p.uzzled l5y what I thuilvis a fundamental question here 
I would like to ask you, Mike, to c'orpmcnt on this. It does seem to 
me that it. is terrihiy important for -students to > have the kind of 
consumer infq^mation that you are talking about, about refund^ et 
cetera. . - ' 

I appreciate that and agree ^ith the Federal concern'1^- that 
liut It does seem to me that surely more fundamentjil even the 
relund policies is the question of educational quality. I mean stu- 
dents do need to have some guidance about' educational qukllty 
J NT xr*^^ woefully, as a general rule aa-oss the country 
and New York is s\irely an exception here and your commentary is 
giving us a very one-sided picture of the State's role. 

So we do need to deal with the question of educational quality 
students need t^ at least have some information, rough as it might 

That, 1 guess, takes me back to what is the fundamental position 
here with which I. think I am in opposition. It has to do with the 
assertion that the recognition function as exercised by the Office of 
Education doesn't have anything to do with educational quality 

I disagree with that. That does not mean to say that I believe 
that accreditation of an institution means that every course in 
every accreditation system is superbly taught. I know better than 
that. 

1 am only the chqjrman of this committee with a very small part 
ol my tmu^ In the bulk of my time I am a campus-based professor* 
and 1 teach. But I do believe that accreditation procedures at the 
institutionjil level are helpful to us in our own self-study and in 
our own monitoring of our own educational practices. 

Similarly, I do believe, and accrediting association persons with 
whom 1 have come in contact in this past year in my capacity as 
chairperson,- many of them hav^ told me that they have felt that 
Jvr?- P'"°r^^.^'^, °^ through the recognition requirements of the 

Ullice ot Mucation was in fact very helpful to them. 

Certainly they complain about some of the details, and I would 
not argue that we need to refine that in continuing ways. 

But most of them have felt, the ones who have talked with me 
at least, have not felt the process to be extraordinarily onerous' 
I hey have in fact assured me that it has been helpful to them to 
study themselves, that it has been helpful to be reminded that they 
need to have adequate due process requirements, et cetera. 

bo I guess I really question a kind of assumption which is that 
processes bear no relationship to quality. Jt certainly is not a 1-to-l 
kind of assurance that if you have good processes you are soim to ^ 
have good quality. . b b 
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But I make some kind of Kn assumption^ that good processes, 
whether in an accrediting association or in ah institution, do have 
a relationship to quality and that we are in fact talking about 
quality. • ^ • 

In lact; one of the most recent criteria that we have wanted to 
utilize is to encourage accrediting associations to look more toward 
outcome issues which is better than process to be sure. 

AH of that is by saying that the current process is not perfect^by 
aiW means, that we need to contin\ially wcfrk at it. 
, BiU. I am very uneasy about essentially dropping out Quality 
considerations from eligibility concerns, at least given the presetft 
situation of £he States. 

Mr. Q'Kekfe. \ would be delighted to respond. 

It seems to me the issue of quality is -of great concern to the 
Federal Government and to those of us who are charged with 
adminiBtering these programs. The fundamental question comes 
down to this: I low do you assure qilality? 

What I am asserting today is that you do not do it through the 
accrediting process. What I assert is that we have a decentralized, 
self-policing, independent higher education community in this Na- 
tion and that it is the role of that community itself and of the 
States—which have the mjyor constitutional responsibility (or edu- 
cation- -to take thut responsibility on their shoulders. That is to 
say that fundamental quality is something that has to be -deter- 
mined there, not at the Federal level. 

r think some of the other financial criteria— whether funds are 
appropriately administered^ whether there are adequate refund 
policies— those are appropriate from the Federal level because we 
are dealing with the financing oj^students. 

It seems to me that if we are going to start regulating quality, ^ 
then_..we had better create a system that is substantially more 
effective than the current accreditation process- 
Earlier I inserted the criteria established in out-, regulations 
against which accrediting agencies are judged. Ninety percent of 
these criteria relate to organizational and structural characteristics 
that in no way touch upon the quality of the program in the 
institution. We are in the business of determining whether an 
organization is viable, whether it has adequate membership, 
whether it is large enough. Vvhether it has sufficient staff, whether^ 
it keeps its books in an orderly fashion, et cetera. That has very 
little relationship to quality. 

I agree with you that process can have an impact on quality. 
What 1 would observe, however, is that the current process does 
not. i ' ' * ' 

Ms. Knuoson. What is the nature of the evidence that you use 
for that, Mike? ' , ^ • 

Mr. O'Keefe. I put it in the record because I didn't want to read 
through-it, but the criteria are in our r^egulations. As I say, I would 
be happy to go over it. It seems to me it ^yould take a long tini^ to 
do so at this hearing. 

Mr. Clohan. Assuming that the Office of EducatioA no longer 
accredited acqrediting agencies, wouldn't there be a resulting in- 
crease in program requirements and overview in other areas and 
potentially l^eater program costs? ' . ^ 
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' ' '^^^ impression has been given tha't we would 

idrOp-fJl threshold eligibility criteria for institutions. That is not 
ythl^case. 

Current statutes specify that to establish threshold eligibility for 
High^^r Education Act programs an institution must not only be 
accredited, It must also be legally authorized in the State in which 
it is located and it must meet requirements related to the level of 
^progiam offerings and the type of students admitted. Beyond this 
threshold eligibilityjdetermination, ah institution must also meet 
the -specific eligibttffy requirements of each program to which it 
applies. ( 
' We are proposing droppfng this particular one. That is to say, we 
would continue the. function of identifying institutions that are 
eligible, that tneet these criteria in a generic sense, as eligibility 
institutions, to apply or participate in Federal programs. 

Mr. Clohan. But if 6,000 out of 8,800 get their current eligibility 
Vtatus because of accreditation and you elimin\lte that what would 
Re -the result? 

Mr. Fulton. Sir, I^elieve that figure, 6,900^ is subject to inter- 
pretation. It is only about 2,500. 
^ Barbara, you can probably break that down as between Tngtitu- 
tional accreditation and some other: 
Ms. Knudson. I am no( sure that I can'. 

Mr. Fulton. But there are not 0,900 institutions ^iccredited as 
such. ^ 

Now there may be programs in nonteaching institutions that 
accumulate to (5,900, but I believe there are about 2,500 or 2,900 so^ 
called higher educatiojrt institOtions and about maybe 1,500 propri- 
etary. 

Mr. Clohan. Can v^get that for the record? 

Ms. Knudson. I think we can get that information to you to 
clear that up. A large, number of the accredited programs that you 
are talking about are such tilings as hospital-based schools of nurs« 
ing which derive their eligiblity for Federal funding through ac- 
creditation not of the institution but rather a programmatic insti- 
tution of schools of nursing. That amount is a very large number. 

I don't know what your number of 6,900 out of S^OOO-some is. I 
don't think that is correct. -I could be wrong. Because there ar6 not 
that many that are. either satisfactory or three letter rules, I don't 
believe That would be a veVy large number. 

Thosb routes that Mike described to you are exceptions to ac- 
count for unusual circumstances, timing problems, et cetera. I 
don't know what that is, but I am sure we can get that information 
to you. ^ ^ 

Mr. O'Kkefe. Yes, , I believ^ We c^n prdvide you with a breakout 
of the institutions by type o/ eligibility. 
Mr. FuvTON. May I con^ment? ' 

This Vepresehts one of .the continuing concerns that COPA and 
the accrediting rcommunity h&s-had with the present system. I 
think many people have been laboring under the delusion that the 
OE s eligibility system, depending as it do^ in a substantial way 
on accreditation, meant all of those institutions that became eligi- 
ble had somehow gone through accreditation. 
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As was illustrated by the discussion that just preceded my re- 
marks, this is not the case. fx)t me comment a little further. 

There are more than 2,000 hospitals on that list of 8,800 eligible 
institutions. With only a few exceptions, those hospitals, first of all, 
have never been chartered or licensed by the State as institutions 
of postsecondary education. 

They, of course, have been authorized by hospitals. But the State 1^ 
has not looked at those operations to see if they meet any other 
kinds of requirements as they would have a college or university or 
proprietary schoool. ^ 

None of those hospitals has gone through institutional accredita- 
tion, again with only a few exceptions. What those hospitiils have 
are anywhere Trom ono ta a handful of teaching programs, and 
those individual programs have been looked ^at by a programmatic, 
specialized accrediting agency which is concerned to make sure 
that it meets all the requirements for the training for that specific 
program. 

So we have a very big gap here in the way we treat a number of 
institutions on that eligibility list as contrasted with the way we 
treat other institutions on that eligibility list.. • V 

In addition, there are a substantial number of foreign institu- 
tions on that eligiblity list, over 800. They have, of course, not been 
licensed by a State and they have not been accredited by a recog- 
nized accrediting agency. We are oot sure to this day hcfW they get 
on that list, by what criteria or processy-but they are there. 

We are not sure to this day what efforts are made to make sure 
those institutions comply vHth all the regulations that are in. exist- 
ence at the ptesent time and proposed for the future. , 

In addition, there is on that eligibility list, as has been pointed 
out, a number of mstitutions that have gotten there by so-called 
equivalencies to accreditiition. 

We really challenge those vls equivalencies. The reasonable assur- 
ance is an act by the Commissioner 1.0 determine that an institu- 
tion has given reasonable assurance as to making progi*ess toward 
accreditation. ^ ' 

For this purpose the Commissioner has turned to so-called candi- 
dacy status. The accrediting agencies- in granting candidacy status 
are not in any way assuring the Federal Government anything 
about those institutions except that tiiey haye entered into prelimi- 
nary discussions and relatipnships with those institutions, presum- 
ably that will lead eventually toward accreditation. 

The so-calle^d three-letter rule, this is accreditation by osmdsis or^ 
quality by osmosis, I presume. If three accredited institutions will 
write letters saying they have accepted students in transfer from 
this non-accrediled institution and those students have Remonstrat- 
ed they can do the work, then, presumably, this indicates that that 
sending institution has niet some sort of quality standards and 
ther.efore can become eligible for Federal funds. 

So we have an eligibility system here that is fraught with all 
kinds of untested assunaptions, and I would be prepared to^ argue 
incorrect assumptiojis about what accreditation is speaking to, 
^whether accreditation is indeed present in the picture, and wheth- 
er or not. the so-called equivalents are indeed equivalents. " 
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Mr. Clohan. That gets back to my first question about the 
institutions on the list. Which ones come in by what methods? 

Mr. O'Kkefk. We will have to supply that for you, if we can. If 
we can't, w^ will supply something, 

[Information referred to follows*] 

Questions Ahout the "BAfJic Eucsiiuuty List" 

(Adniinistered by the OtTicc of txluwition, Llivision of Eligibility nnd Agency 

I Evaluation) \ 

L How many entities (programs, institutiona, and institutional components such 
as schools or departments) are currently on DEAE's Basic Eligibility List? 
^ 2. Of this toUil number of eligible entities, how many are: (A) Institutiolis; (B) 
programs; ahd (C) institutional components such as schools or departments? 

3- Of the total number of eligible entitit^, how many were demed eligible bv 
virtue of: ^ j 

A. Having full accreditation. 

B. The Comzni8sioner*s dfjtermination that there is '^satisfactory assurance" that 
the entity will attain accreditation within a reasonable time. 

C- t)ocumentation that the entity's credits are accepted on transfer by at learft 
three accredited institutions. 

D. Being granted "interim approval" by the OfTice of Education, in cases whore 
there IB no nationally rccogmzed accrediting agency or association qualified to 
accredit the entity (Section 43r){b)--applie8 only to entities applying for the GSL 
Program) 

E. Iking an institution or school outaide the U.S, which the Commissioner ^has 
approved as bi»ing "comparable" to such entities within the US (Section 435(a)— 
applies to GSL Program only)? 

1 Of the toUl number of entities in categozy 3A above (full accreditation) how 
many are: (A) Institutions; (B) programs; and (C) instifeutional components such as 
schools or department.^? 

5. Of the total nunibi^r .of entities in category 3B above (satisfactory assurance) 
how many are: (A) Institutions; (B) programs; and (C) institutional components such 
as schools or departments? 

6. Of the total number of entitie>s in category 3C above (credits accepted by 
acci-ediUxl mstitutions), how many are: (A) Institutions; (B) programs; and (C) insti- 
tutional com{)onent« such as schools or departments? 

7- Of the total number of entities in category 3D above (interim approval), how 
many are: (A) Institutions; (B) programa; and (C) institutional coniponentJB such as 
schools or departments? 

8. Of the total number of entities in category 3E above, how many are (A) 
liifltitutions; (B) programs; and (C) institutional components such as schools or 
departments.'' 

V 

Answers— "Basic EuomiMTv List" 

Notes-This report refers only to the DEAE basic eligibility list .applicable to the 
various eligibility provisos of the Higher Education Act of t9(55 as amended 

U Number of entities: Domestic, 7,958; foreign, 856; (Total: 8,814.) 

2. Eligible entities: (A) No. Institutions. 6.164. (B) No. Programs. 1 7tf4 (Hospital 
schools and programs. 1,700 and museums. M.h- These are accredited by si>ecial- 
ized. programmatic accrediting agencies and meet the statutorf definition of an 
institution of higher education. (C) No Components, schools and departments, none 

6. Eligible entities: (A) Fully accredited, 6,750. (B) Satisftictory assurance 280 (i) 
Pre-accredited, 280. (ii) , Direct 'satisfactory assurance, none. (C) Three-institutional ' 
^^rV> 1?^'^"' ^^^^ Interim approvals. 30. (E) Comparable foreign institutions, 856. 
(I') Public area vocational schools; 743. (G) St^te-approved public postfieconday voca- 
tional schools, 101. (Total: 8.814.) y ^ j 

4. Fully accredited entities: (A) Institutions, 4.956; (B) programs, 1.794; (C) compo- 
nents, none. Crotal: 6,750.) . ' 

5. Entities with satisfactory a^urance: (A) institutions pre-acc reel i ted 280- (B) 
programs^ none; and (C) component^j. none. 

G. Entities with thr^ institutional certification: (A) Institutions, 54; (B) programs 
none; and (C) components, none. 

7. Entiti<>s with interim approval: (A) Institutions, ,30; (B) programs, .none- and (C) 
coniix)nents, none. 
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8, Foreign institutions: (A) Institutions, 856; (B) proginniB, none; and (C) comiw- 
nonts, none. , i ox 

9, Public aron vocational schools: (A) Institutions, 743; (B) programs, nono; and (0) 
compononta, none. 

10, Stato-approve<l public postsccondary vocational schools: (A) Institutions, 101; 
(B) programs, none; and (C) components, none. 

Mr. WOLANIN. Chairman Ford will not be returning because of 
the business on the floor. At this time we will adjourn the hearing 
and the subcommittee will meet again tomorrow morning at 9:30. 

[Whereupon, at 2:45 p.m. tbe subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 9:30 ajn., Thursday, JJly 2G, 1979.] 

[Material submitted for mclusion in the record follows:] 
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JO»-fN M. nUCHANAN. JM. 

coMMi rife« On 
ron*iOM A" AIM* 

Ai H4CA 



VOCAVlO^Al. KOUCATHM 

/ »lCA^ni, ANO BAf ■TTY 



Consrctftf of t\)t Wiwitth B>ti\{ti 

J!)o\\s^t of 3Rcprci^t!!(atibt3E( 
Wlnfltl'Mflfon. JD,C. 20515 
August 3, 1979 



jAMCf T Ar***!.!. 
limt NAvnuMN i<r>u*C 



laup rirrii avKnuc Nonm 

piNMINfiitAM. AI^KAMA 
10>*2S«-I>1> 



Dr. Mary F. Berry 

Acting Coitw) j i oner of Education 

Department of Health, Edutation ^ , • 

and We 1 f are ^ 
WflshlncjLt^n, D.C. -?0202 

Oonr ComTni as ioner Derryi 

To I lowing the Subcommitteo on Poo t secondary Kduca t iqu ' .s 
hearing of. Ofuly 26, 1979, I eun submi t ti ng to you a list of thoso 
quost i ons peljjt a Ini ng to the title III Strengthening Develop- 
ing I nsl 1 1 ut it)n6 piOyram, which wero un«ible to be addre«s>3d 
during the hearing. As you are wtill aware^ the subcoinmi ttee is 
near cone Iub ion of the hearing schedule on the subject of .re-* 
autliorlzing I he Highot Education Act. Tor that reason, it is 
ini[>ortant that we receive youi ^ i euponse to thes« queytion.*? bofoio 
Sc^Jt ember I, 19 ?9. 



It seems very possible that we will be able to complete 
House action on^ the Higher Education Act by thn end of the first 
Session, as Chairman Ford intended,, Your cooperation in assist- 
ing the subconwii t tee during t)iis time of. unexpected cliange in 
I l^e Dep^rUfucnt is greatly appx eclated. 

( ' ■ ■ ■ . 

B«>8t wishes. , — 



V 




c<:: Hon. 
Dr. 
Mr . 



Buchanan , Jr. 
of Congrosa 



Patr icla Harr is 
1 f red Moye 
1 1 S ani A. D 1 akoy 
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UOr.STtONS TO T\li: OKKUK OK KniK'ATION ON TITM: JH 

1. Tli»' A>hii.i ft 1 H ( t .1 1 i<>ii ' s juoptitttrd lAiujUAtje for llie Tx I le 111 {Jiinjinnt 
tJt'le'lrn i('((Mt>n(-Q in the foiioiit law ro t hu bi-lGitti'rtl ond con 
NOitiiim .n I .»n')^fnnints, Altlu>u«;h I lic'^ o ic no monllon of I hom In Lhe 
l.iw, IS li. rhe position of lUe Admi n i » I r «(. i on that the funded tillo ' 
I.ll institution ccuild, under the A<1ml n i s 1 1 a t 1 on ' 8 proposal, noe 
tlK'H 'jianl monoy In" ("oopcration with either fxn rt3siolin<j Ay^ncy 

<.i t MHt i t 111 i gn (g) of higher cducn t ion? ^ J f «o/ liow does OE Intend 
l4>^«-lt'.in up t ho i)n.t.U-ms thAt h&ve onrfnced w l\ h the <:on»orti^a 
, ttMitiiLly fuiuJed tind/M- Iaw? ( 1 . e*. Would nn institution thnt is not 
olxiihU* to t <inpt?te for title III funds be <^li(jible to prtiilripate 
wi n (Miiiiutinr ai t /tiujcmtMit ? Wbnt funds monn<jomtmt aytttc^ni would 
^1 t'S t l» I i «ihtMi so th/it «jiAnl money <ran be effectively rt< co»iuted 

WomM rhoit» be limit to the niimbe.r of institutions nble to 
p.ii I ic' i j^^ t n\ A «<»iiHoitia? Wh^it would be tlie appropri/tte role of nn 
,iM'iiHlin«j a-joiuy? WhAt .-itrdiMpy retjuj i v men t s should be established 
for n*iMistiM') .^:)<mu i rs ? Should there be ."^n i nf» t 1 t u t i onn I match?) i 

2. \u Aim in. J ( i iimu i K s Ioik^ r l^rjixy'o testimony, she referred to the fnct. 
thnt dm unu the dov* I opment of new letjulntlono for the Dovelopinq 

I (iM ( i t (J t w.tiij r'roijr^m, SI (lif(f»rent meni>iu eo of i ns t-^-i t ut i ona 1 vl- 
.ihility we It' i ( ■ !<- r t*d . 

(fl ) ( i>u I.! you p 1 r.ist^ subnii I for t he r ecord a list of t hose me a sure - 
n» .»i>d ^ Mojrm.iry why ^FW ( hose the measures which nre out 

liMfc! in the fin/il t ♦ 'ju 1 At i onr; for the pro<jrAni subrxtttcd on MAr(]i 10, 
l^/'^. iin-I whi(-h liOi .ime pAi t of t h<» proposed chAuqe in 1 awj? 

(b) Wi'i(» t hiM e jny stAtisticAl runs conducted to ^how how thene 
J I oi a would otti'et vaiious types of institutions? If so, wlien 
w<-w tlinNo AVAil.ihle to the public? .. Could you plcASc r»ubmit them 
( I'j t (w I <>i-«ird? 0.: 

\. Tfn'iU' t-Kist** a ^3.^ltionAl A«Ivi5;ory foniniittee on BlAck Hi^jher i:<bjcA 
M(i(t\A)ui lU«u:k CtilWitrs And thi i ver a i t i es . In tlieir recently re- 
)« /\s<'<l i«-p«>rt f*ntitl'ed "Ar cess t>f Blnck AiDericons Lo Iliyhei rduua- 
t iom: Mow Open is the l>oi>r?", t hr-re was rio specific r i.'<:oiTUJ)e nda t i on 
r. «in lt«»w the title 111 protjiAm should lie altered- Were there Any' 
t ••<■( :r(itiii' iidA t Ions i*'it*ived by the Seci'*tAry from tjiis committee? 

^ « <'i<} I » "lun 1 ss i otiAjif l*<'r^:y'fe statement, she iixlicAtcd that 

tfu* ;n< ti'.ii i«5 to vVteitnino An i ns t i«t u I. i on ' s need were selected on 
the bAsia of servinq those inrst i tut ions that t!»e Concjresfi inte^ided 
b/« -wMYMd. For the yeArs thAt t li is ^vrograiH lias been funded, the 
(<;ri.|i*-fH hAS hf>Ard ii'[)eAtedly from the Office of TducAtion that 
(hi* I'ontjt /*ss touA 1 intent is nncleai, a f^jct whCch hAS caus^cd the ^ 
pioipyih tn bo in disAiiay for yeAra. To whot were you referring 
uhf-n y<f\.i iM«li< ,^ted' that t h«* indices of measiir enien t were "exAmined 
to diMeimine those t tv«t i t u t i onn that the Congresii intinded to be - 

(b) Pin i M"! the (onforcnce on tlie PduCAtlon Amendments of 197^, 
t h<- ( on { <M f es A<p .Mv<I to d t f i om \\\q 1 ey l^s 1 t i on a SenAte pro- 
vifiion whn h wotild h.^vc re«.pjired "tliAt not lesii than SO percent urn 
Jille lil funds l:e uf\fd for insli tut ions wlucli enroll a 
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!ii.;iiWi.rtm [.I «^iw,n ion of siiuJonta who UA^Uni.\ i (,vi<lo<juA ( e s<..(>n«lrtiy 
:h.1u>o1 pifj.Aiarlon or h.>ve < / t oin <m1iu rti ionA lly , ciinuiAUy 

oi .♦.onomlrAHj. (hpitvoO bn« k<j* omiuJs . " Th^»t provision wab strmrk 
fiom tho < r>,»f,M .^n<o ilo.'iimc^nl rtnd did not l.t^come pAi t of the . 
It WAS ly (he ComMeMu* Intent thnt t itlo III, tho major in- 

stUuiiounl .'Md pio.jrnm binder the Higher r:d,u.alion Aol , be ( i ect to 
fA. toitj loUlini; to innt ilut lonnl noed, as opposod . to t lie Admlnis- 
IrAtlon'f; <im «mR r omncndA l I on ns an exlensi.^n of lUo f4n-">n<lal 
Aid p, <2<j»am8. WhAt l-o.jinlAtivo preredf>nt .fsve 11, o Offio© of F<lm-fl^ 
lion ^/ui Uiiuif in delcirniiunq it was ntndent fyictoia Ihnl tho Con- 
qioBtt iMi»-n.U-d b<. used to <!<• t <• i m inc <^li(jiUilUy for Utle III 
tAUiot Ih.ir, IJirit 1 t ul ionrtl f.vMoiS? 

rh4> Adin4ni-.itat ion'Q p...pos«l piovid.vi cllovble institutions with 
an option o( M'Piytng for on<- of two. types of .nwAidiJ: llirce yoAr 
.iw<iivJ9. wiLh tho option ut I erompot ini7, or li^-vcn -yt-flr aw^ido, do- 
aujn/»tin<^ n f i nrt 1 jwArd unrj-er t ha pioijinm. 

(aT inrontive w..uld thoro bo for an Institution lo cvor com- 

pote for a sovon-y.>«r AwAid? If thoy could continue to rcMomiJctc 
nmiorv th<' three yr.ir option, the pMwisionnl -mAximmn yr«nt" does 
nut s«u-m to be workAblo. Mow Are th**se proyrAjiiB different from lUo 
t"<i8U: ..ml .Klvnni .M pio.jiflrT,3? Could An vti»l Uutiv>n apply* under b.>th 
pro<ji.ifTis i mu 1 I aiwMiua ly? 

(b) Would rhc -li/o of words be Mi.M.ifi<,=inHy diffotcnt under 

' tic^ { hi and -..'Vi'M y«'j*r opt uinvi? 

U:) Woubl .in inst.tution rr..^ivc tho nw^nd in ye.irly i ns t a Umcn t g? 
<U would they have c .-ts to the money lo use H a». wh.ilcvcr pA<.e 

(d) Shoufd .in tl ijiK-n hove to use aU of its .uvnrd in I he fii^enl 

y.'Ar .MAi.ted? th.der whit --Witions would ^ .vviy-ovev bo pet-- 
iin s :J i b I e ? 

(<•) ,'^:huuld institutions which have Already received muUlplo yenrc 
iU fuiunriq b<^ el(.,ible to coiupef e for only the «<iven-yoAi <jrant? 

(f) Whflt objec tion would them bo to prohibiVmy .nn inuiitullon from 
WMoirtpet t.K, for .i thcee-year .}f ^xnl until «11 oilier elvyiblo inatitu- 
l M>n:i hfld b.'on fundt^d'<al through one Ihrrto-yeai cycle?* Tbiy 

would e8t,,hU6h a policy of not yivlnt, preferynce to <iJ re^idv- funded 
1 ns t I I u-t I *>nfi . ' ^ ^ 

The Admlnistrrtt ion's iroposal piovid^f-s for the cr .-ad on of n new 

oh.illenMe vjinnf pcoc;ivr«i. ii is unileor if t^e A<lminisl rat ion 
intended to restrict the use of monies (at loaal the Federal por- 
tion) loMhe types of development outUnOcI in Sec. J04. 

4 

(A) (\.uld «n i «iHl i UJtion use the challenge c|rant money for niiy do- 
velopmr-utrtl puriK,.se they <letermiMed? Slu^uld an institution be pro- 
hibUed from usimj the challenye .jrniits to create endowments?' 
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(b) (ould A ()i/i<hiAto school wh6sc iind^rcjt rtdoAte insliliUlon is not 
othtMwise eligible to compete for title III ownrdo bo ollylblo lo 
t'ompeto for" ohftllongo yrflnt money? ' ^ 

(c) Wiero Is no inaxiinuni number of yoai'o under which aii Institution 
CAn c<ui)peto Cor chal Icnye grant moniea. » What ia t ho Kchid n I s 1 1 at ion ' s 
objection to lieirjg a limit of par t i c ipa t i on onto thit; section? 

The puifK>a<u of tho Advisory Council on D9V0 loping Institutions it*, Af» 
ouMined In I ha Adm I n i r a t i on ' 0 propoR«l> to (1) icleritlfy 
developing inHtltntlons rtnd (?) ^soist the Secretary In «?Bt ubl i »hlnfj 
any rrltorl.n for m.iking grants urtder thijj section. These tesponal- 
bi 1 i 1 i OS do JJO t d i f f o 1 s i yn i f i oant ly from t hose ex i o t i ng in th« 
R t a I ij te > 

(a) If nn institution's eligibility to compete for fundn is to be 
diM ^»rml n<*<l on a qu^i n 1 1 f i ab 1 e scale, what pui [>one does the Advisory 
(X)t>ncll gerve In determining and identifying .leve loping i no t i i ut ions ? 

(b) MOW hav0 thq nine member r; of the existing Advloory Council /been 
selected? Hao the«re been a 9e»l>»-l 1 1 vi ty to awsurir)9 that all types 
<)l Injit I tvjl lono are <^guil at)ly r ei>retJentedV 

(c) What 3i?eciftc recommendal^ions have tlie Advlsoiy Council mada 
In reCei encc to the proposed changes wliich the Administration has 
Hnl)mitLeti? Has the Adviat.>ry Covincll reviewed vind commenJ ed on thorn? 

In' a re< cnt press release, then-Secxetary Califono indicated that 
I htf K<*d(*ral tjovetnijent Is providing nearly $3?0 million per year to 
support t>lack collegefi and un i ver fi i t iec . Could you please list tlie 
foims of that aid and the programs from which it comes. (Press 
lelease d.^lod June 13, 1979). 

Tiie Administration's proposal suggests a new purpose under the 
title III pro<.jr am wliich would provide Federal support to instltu-- 
(ions to improve (1) the academic quality, (?) institutional 
manAgf'ment, and (3) r i a ca 1 stabllit^ of the devf?-l oping institution. 

(a) What types of development act tics would be allowed under 
»htB bt<xJ[id and general t r nc t i on VI- What limitations and re- 
strict i<ins (other than those listed in Sec. 100) would bo specified? 

(b) We are entering a period of declining enrol Imon L?J , shrinking 
liollar and limited resources. How cpn an Institution demonstrate 
that it is Improving its fiscal stability? \J)iat measure would bo 
u<;ed to determine this? i 

(c) The Administration has recontly bogv)n to define the program's 
purpose as one to "strengthen"* developing institutions, as opposed 
to ^he notion that an institution would roach "the mainstream of 
education" or a state of development. If tho ctiterin ate changed 
to taiget institutional aid dollars to those schools enrolling low- 
inc(»n>c stzudepto (favorably measured under tlua curient 1 egulol ioris^ 
by a lilgh numMoi- of Basic- Kdiicatlonal Opportunity Grant recipients), 
aren't we thrOroUcaUy talking about any institution qualifying If 
U»ey »re able to recruit a high enovigh number of DliOG recipients? 
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U\) Whnt (lloin. i.nt ive would ihoro be for an instltulion I o on.,. •,00 
vn .«c,u/..nont «rtivUio8 lo Incvo^Be tho ..un,l>or of low-incon^, 
s I iwlen LS? 

(e) AS evUJenced. by the paosaye of tho Middle Incline Student. Assia- 
tnmo Act I^l8t ye^t . tho Conyresn lo expnndinq tho opportuni tio« 
o.^M^^^l?^^^'■K ^niddle- income students. l^at projected ltn~ 

pnct vAll this havo on tho do I or.ul na t i on of oligibility under tho 
pro«;r...u nssum that similar regulations would bo .unod under the 
Ad.n,„isU,5tion 8 proposed ch^rujos to the sl«lule as am In effect 
now? Will more i nst i t ot ions <]unllfy "developing"? . 

10. Other thnn p»ovidiny a 50 percent n>^»tch for public Inst i tut ionis 

<M'P Vim, for r-h..llenye grants under the Adminl sLi otion' g proposed 
t>tle III, the r.i^tes ^re not yivon rt strong roJe in plnnninc,. 

. (n) What should b0 the State's role in planning for comprehensive 
poslsvcondary education, specifically nr. it relates to title III? 

y'!..?*''''/!^ '^"^ '^t'ntc«5 be able to conunent on the iippiicatlon for 
A t t e lit yi^nt award before It io, scnl to the Office of Education? 
Wh<U Ijmuat.ons =.hould there be on the State's involvemont. in the 
p t le III pvoyrnm? 

M. Nciny institutions that have participated in tl»e title 111 proqc.n.n 
in .he p^st hflve bo.Mi lulod ineligible to compete under the enisl- 
ing .ind r*...'ently ^established r eyu 1 a I i onf, . The reason for this/ in 
»..nv« ,n^>lan.os. i« that the Institution is a branch campus of a 
major inf^tilution that, in Itself, would not qualify lor titJe IIT 
a«8i5)tancG. .<^hould the law, provide for eUbibility of a branch 
campus whon that branch i« independent financially from the main 
r.in.pus providing it: is ot h.^rwi se e I ig ib le to compete for funds 
under t*he program? V 

13- SocMon ^0^i addrc-Bses the UmltaJions and funding restrictions for 
title (IJ giant awards. -Several of the traditionally b].^ck public 
.nsOtutioft« of high.,r .-ducat ion are located in States t.hat are now 
under <qurt order (Adams vs. CaU(an^) to disestabUuh their dui>l 
<.ys(.Mns o higher ec^.cation. The c our t was specllic that in order 
«.to of f^'^M ivcly complete this task within the five year period of 
li.ne, the iraditionally black institutions must be brought up to - 
a level of ed ucat i o na 1 quality equal to that of the predominantly 
white public institutions within the State. F.^ich Slate under .?ourt 
?, r c '^^f 1 \ P^''" ""'^^^ for Civil lUghta describing 

that .state s plan for desegregating their public institutions of 
highL^r education, 

(a) Would tliere be any objection to changing Sec. 300(2) to read: 

"(2) foi any activity in any^imbUc institution of higher 
education located in a State which is under court order to dis- 
establish Its dual system of higher oducal^ion that is not specified • 
in the J.t.ur £>lan for bringing that institution into compliance 
within tl)e time period alloted under the conr t oider. In the event 
that the grantee institution has complied on all points with the' 
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Slate plAH for descqregftt i on / or fn Iho cAoe whero the yrnnloe ir> 
not locAlod In a Slato which ifi undet court order to dcsegtoy;) tc^ 
the <jranteo may use funds under thia title for nny desiyn^t^^^^ 
purpose long ihe activity doao not promote or enhapce segro- 
qatcd educational activities.** 

(b) Whnt 1ft the Administration's jOflction to In.^luding the two 
Qow »ulj5t?ct ionc under Sec. 308 1 N<' 

** i i) for operational and maintHnance or cjenrral exponses; or 

" ( 'U for such pvirpoae^ othar than those outlined In the 
annual plan for deve loprrtent which was sObrtiilled to the 
Office of Fducalion.** 

13. Dolelod from the Administration's proposal foi title TII way the 
provision that rpquii'od an instilulion to Lc accredited by a na- 
tionally recognized accrediting agency or association. How would 
the prog I am be safeguarded from institutions par Mcipa ting which 

' do not provide a quality educational program? Would the absence 
of the Federal role in accrediting necessitate greater State par 
t i clpot ion? 

14, The Administration reverses the oet, aside from tlie existing 76 per- 
cent to degree-granting l no t I tu t i onn^ and in ita place suggesto 
that ilot more than 2^ percent <)0 to community collogow. What i u the 
pill pose in tliiu cliange? 

lb. \)nder the current program and undei the Admini s t.i at i on ' a proposal, 
there is reference to the waiver fOi institution^ located (1) on 
or near an (ndian reser val ion-or a sub?? tanf: lal poiuilaiiori of Indians, 
and (7) to any institution which the Coiimil so i onex determines is 
in<rreasing the educational opportunities for Indian'u and Hi span ics. 
Under the pre<?ent program operation, funds have gone to inptitu- 
tlonc to eatabliph Native American and lUopanlc programs which, while 
they might at first glance appear to uubs tan t i a 1 ly iivcrease the 
higher educational opportunities (or both yroupo,-aro not sensitive 
to the special educational needs of theoe groups. Is there any objec 
lion to making the walvet contingent on establishing odu^'o t ion-need - \^ 
sensitive prog rami? 'for those two groups. In addition to incieasing 
llielr oducatlonal oppoc t «ni t i es? ^ 

16. As part Q.f President Caitor'« Black folloge Initiative, there is g| 
perceived to bo a step- up iif the Administration's focus on assint- ^ 
ing the traditionally black colleges. Specifically, how is the 
Adminiotration proposing to do this? Other than a policy of gen- 
eral isupport, what specific steps have been or will be taken to 
ensure increased assistance to tho traditionally black colleges? 

17. Tho AdmlnistraLion'C proposal suggests t.hat an Institution can 
apply for presumably sina 1 1 planning gianty (Administration pro- 
gram notes Indicate one-year) . 

(a) What figure constitutes a "small" grant?' 
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(b) Why shoulrf the federal govermnent t\,nd i n, f ii ut i onf,' for plan- 
r^T. ''^y'^'^l^""'"'^? Shouldn-t. ^, school Know wh.,t: „«ys ,t noed» 
oourcan Uo assist in planning? • j i « 

ronl«f'r"''"-f^'""'K P^"?""^! doleh4,„ referenct, ,:o usl/xj grant 
F^?J^ r " ' "^"*^<^««"'- E-"eritu« or National T^chlng 

Followstilp programs. ^ 

/.^'„.^k"^'^ .'""i*^"'!""' it^lolermines it could ho «tr«nuthe„ed 

l^rprigrw"'"" --i.u. or teaching tel^ov,:"^" 

■'''i. l\ »o, the law l5 ejcplicit on the maximum annual stipend ppr 
■ ndiv dual for o ther pro.jra,„. Would the Offico of MucaH n ' 
expect to cbabl.sh ceilir.gs for this type of service? If no 
based on what? " -lo, 

(a) (Indet t ho prosoni. program, a„ inut.ltutlon receiving a title HI 

cut-off, and would be ineligible to comp«to undor the program? 

or'no'or ro??^."' Office indicated that Lhero wa« little 

the clarinid °" ^^Sf^^-" submitted by j t i t ..t ion« . How will 

hC onalUv of^d^^'r "7 «ligiMUty criteria help Or. evaluate 

tne quality of dcve 1 opniont institutions report? - 

(c) Will this f>ee OE t& conduct, moro sito vis! to? 

M^rii'', "^""-^Is. would the.e be any ob'iec- 

.on to including a section that specifies that any i ns t i . „ U on ml s- 
Z\Zl Tmu."' f ""--J" this ac would be ineligible to 
ce ve ^.Iditlonal payment and would be unable to compote for grants 
under this title in future years? ij> ani.s 

lnLJ\ ni"' -^o'l^ge set aside (a.^ proposed by the A-Vmin- 

lor th'T .f' f ""^"'■l^^l' "n'l «11 Ins.ituLions compeLod equally 
for the total pot of money, how would the eligibility criteria 
(especially the dori.!.-. weighting of the BEOG award) affeo th0 
™.n,ty con«geB wl^o enroll significant numbe. s of part-tiJi 
students? How dooo the current -proposal affect the oUgibilUv of 

ha?f""co'r T'V"^ "'^ " '""-y-r institutions regarding fbf 

^If-cost limitation for the Daslc I-dncational Opportuni ty Grant? 

(b) If^tl'^re was no set-aside in the law, bow could the criteria have to 
be changed CO ensure equital,16 ccopell t ion "by aH Lypcs of h'^< f t uQcV^r 

Th« Department of Health, Education and Welfare, according to the 

VnTLl ''"■ "'^ "'1^ in-ovlding information 

lo black colleges and universities to assist them in applying for 
g.anto and contracts f . ora HEW g "moro than 400 dl sL rri ct programs " 
1 lease describe the natOro of this infoimation and how this will' 
be dalivercd. Will this technical assistance come at the institu- 
I ion s rcqviCGt ? 
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23. If the ed<^»cati onnl and general expense per full-tlino «qulvi>lftnt 
otudont. wer« to bo a factor usft<l lo doL<irn»lne o l.i cji hi 1 i ty , whnt 
coats coOld iio lncl\idod In' that? Wo\ild you Inclxide debt service 
as on exponwe, particularly In the Caije of public i hr tU lut ioiio ? 
What would tho ofCectH bo if E&G expehsca woro not i egiona lired 
to compensate for dlfforenoo In costg acroaa tbe country? 

2A. Under the proposed program, an institution would submit its plan 

for oomprehenDivo development. Who is *to i«eas\uo wh«t is developed 
and whether or not the institution in making progreaa? Tb it a 
"good faith effort" on the part of j:hc institution? 

25. The Federal govornment lian never established a uniform woy for 

Cfjfni>uting full'tlmo eguivalont student count. Tho Notional Center 
for [-ducal Ion Statistics qurtltfieg tliat the FTK counts in tlie Higher 
Pducntion Genfiral Information Survey are !iot uniformly computed.^ 
tJnder tho proposed changes, hw would t)ie Offiee of Education de~* 
terniino to verify "full --time equivalent** student count? Would 
thore bo a standard formula in stat\ito? 

2(>. .Wouldn't ctmppring the educational and general oxpcnsc per full- 
t I me student be incqul table 1 f privates Aro compared to publics 
who enjoy a good deal of State s\ib3idy? How will this comparison 
be equitably computed? • 

27- Sliould institutions funded primarily by the Federal government be 
ellglblii lo compete Cor title III funds? (i.e. University of t)ie 
Distiict of CoUmibia, Howard University, etc.) 

78, In tho rationale for ch^inge of Ihd d^^C lai t iona 1 purpose (Appendix 
to the Administration's testimony piosent.od to the subcommittee 
on July 19, 19 79) tho statement read: "The proposed language (re: 
purpose) would eliminate confusion and di rect 'f \nid3 to the peed i gs t ' 
ins t i I ut ions. " It is unclear w)ieth«r tho Administration's proposaT 
is tielng title III giants to ins t i t\iti ona 1 or stu^^li^ nr«d. Could 
you plecjse elaborate. 

29. Under the Administration's proposed lanquaqe, an tns l.i ttit ion wou.ld 
have to give a eoir^prehenelvn development plan that wo\ild. sliow 
specifically how it plans to develop. Under t)ie current program 
■ operation, it is believed that many s<:liool8 aro now using their 
title III money for operation and mainte»nnce expenses. How would 
this la'ignage prohibit the continuation of such use? 

10. One of tlie strongest criticisms of the title IIT program has been 

in the ar«(\ of program managomont. For Severn 1 year 9/ the' Office ^ 
of Education maintained that the. combination of quantitative and 
qnalitativo critoria made subjective detenni nati ons hard to avoid. 
Consequently, tho General Accountiiig Office testified before this 
suJ>coimn i ttoo that there were •'many inconsistencies in the Office of 

Educat ion* s 'Application of proceduros for select Ing i nst itVtl ions 

lesulting in questionable awards." How will the changes proposed 
by th<? Administration facilitate a more manageable program opera- 
tion? Who will have ultimalo doci slon-mak i ng responsibility as. 
■far as giant awards are concorhcd? WliaU mldd le- leve 1 input (i.e. 
readers* comments, program person, etc.) will be at the disposal 
of the decis i on^ma)^er (s) ? 
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Ihc e^ront avMidfl process for FY 1979 grants has be«n delayftd wnl 1 
beyond iho ,an.L ic Ipa ted Juna 3t> dale for -txnnoimcement lUvo the 
delays been cauood in part fran difficultieji in proyrain operation 
reoulting from tlie program changea Gstabltshe<l in tho new rcquln- 
lion&? Pled .-3 0 i*laborat,e. 

For the fiscal yant 1979 <jrant awards piocGfis wore ijialllu- 
Lions that were deemed «Hglble by nature" of their reaching the min- 
iinvim IM^pOlnt cut-off evaluated on an equal bh'sis? Or was priority 
given to tho«e Institutions that had higher qualiCylng Gcoro» Uhan 
Other 11? ^ 

The new regulations for implementing iho titlt. Hi program provide a 
melhod whereby institutlonn thai were ruled ineUgihlo to CojnpeLo 
could submit a norrativo descril,>ing why they felt they should be 
determined to be a developing ineti tl.t ion . J^ece there any institu- 
tions oubmitting ^uch a n^iratlve? What determinations were made 
m tl»08e specifier cases? Who made those determinations? 

In what wny« has the Administration taken caution to protect lU<ipanic 
and Native American interests under the, til le III program Al- 
though the Nat ivc> Americans do have a few tribally controlled 
conmmnlty coUwcB, Hispanic intorents seem to be left out o£ con- 

domtntnt?" nf""' Proposed program because there are no pro- 

<iominantly Hispanic institutions. * 

In their comments on the propoBed regulations for the I tile III 
program, the National Advisory Council on Women's Educational Pro- 
Si tam^ .ecnmmended that priority for funding be given to thoae in- 
stitutions which show special efforts to overcome the hlHtorlcAl 
oisadvantag<i rsuf foj cd by womon in American education. What obiec- 

r Iti ^t^"" Administration have to incorporating ^this reco«vnenda- 
lion 1 rtto the program's; purpose? 
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Of PAniMtHNT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WFLFARE 



OFFlCt or THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR EOUC 
' VV/^SHINGTON. D C. 20202' 



TION 



Honorable William Ford . AUG 2 2 1919 

Chnirnian, Subcojuml tt:ee on ^'oscsecondary Education 
Ilou»c of Repreoen cat Ives * 
Waohlngcon, D.C. ?0315 

Dear Mr, Chairman: , ' 

Dui Ing t.be recent hearings on the Admlni 8 1 ration^' tt reoUthor izatll 
propooala for Che Title III, Strengthening Dovoloplng Tnstltutioni 
Program, subcommittee moiubera raised a number of qiieactons vbicb If 
promised to answer fOr tlie racord* 

Attache^ is a aumoiary report which responds to those questions. TTie 
rer>ponSeS TO all the qocstlons raised haVB been grouped by topic Into 
five major categor i es : 

o Ethnic Identity of Par C Ic Ipn ting Institutions 
o Junior and Coiraiiunlty College^. Piir i Iclpation 
o Eligibility Requirements 

General Reauihorl zat Ion Ifisues ^ 

0 Program Statistics 

1 hope that the Information provided J a useful to you an(! the other 
Gub-comml t tee members as you pursnc^your del Ibernt ions on the 
reauClior Izat ton of Title HI proi^rams . 

If I may h« of any further ass Is tance do not hesitate to call on me- 

' Sincerely , 




Mary F. ^Uerry - 
Assistant SecretnVy ^ 
for Educat ion 



Attachment 
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E thnic I d ent i !j__of_f^2Lti£LEilL?J»g .Jj}^!^ ^ »Jt i ons 

yhe Department is often called upon to account for 

support to Rlack, Native American and Hispanic institutions ) 

and thero are many' mi sconcept i ons 3arroundi;ig our proeram 

activities ip this area. To clarify tlicse problems ' 

we First need to examine the characteristics of such 

institutions. 

Black institutions can be divided into two distinct • ' ' 

' fe-roups: 

First there are approximately 104 historically Black 

institutions that have a lon^ and contijjuous history 

of providilig post secondary educational oppor tuni t i'es 

to Blaok ^lgh school graduates. Since the 1850's these 

institutions have often been'^the .sole source of educational ' 

opportuni t.ies for Black Americans, particularly those 

in the deep South. 

A second set of institutions can be characterized as 
new predominantly Black institutions. These are institutions 
in which more than SO pe-rcent of the student body is 
Black., We have identified forty-two such institutions 
which include 4 6 separate campuses. 

There are also several -types of institutions ivhich serve 
Native ^norlcall groups. -Some, such as the Navajo Community 
College or the College of Ganado, definitely can be 
classified as Native American institutions. Others 
while having a Native American clientele, require more 
careful distinction. There are approximately 16 new 
Native >\j]ierican Community Colleges which bear the name 
but are, in fact, extension centers of existing 
non-Indian institutions. These institutions are chartered 
as "community colleges'' by their tribal councils Yet 
Students must take their courses from the accredited ' 
"mother" campuses to be eligibje for BEOG funds.. In 
addition, course offerings that provide credit through 
the extension centers are also offered to all non-Indian 
students, thus dilutiag the pure Nat i ve^ Aincr ican nature ' - 

ot such schools. Finally, none of these 16 Native 
American Community Colleges meet accreditation requirements 
ot tho various regional accrediting associations. -It 
should be noted, however, that the^ Title III .statute 
permits the Commissioner to waive accreditation requirements 
tor institutions that serve Indians. 
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Hispanic institutions arc also difficult to char^ict er i ze 
as a group. With the exception of institutions located 
in Puerto rTco, or those institutions that serve «n 
almost exclusive Hispanic population such as New Mexico 
Highlands University or Doricua University (New York), 
the Office of Education has been forced to cla^>5lfy 
an institution as "Hispanic" based upon the number of 
enrolled students of Hispanic origin. One would hardly 
classify the University of Arizona, the University of 
Colorado or the Univcfrsity of Cfrtifornia at San Diego 
as developing institutions or Hispanic institutions. 
Nevertheless, these institutions do enroll ^substantial 
numbers of Hispanic students as compared to most other 
schools even though the actual percentage may seem small 
when compared to total schqol enrollment. 

This explanation is given becaus^e too often the Office 

of Mucation is asked what Titlfe III is "doing" for 

students of a particular ethnic or racial group. Title III 

is not a student assistance pregram. The Congress has | 

autfiorizod a number of other programs in the Higlier 

Education Act that meet the needs of students, including 

the studerft financial assistance programs, the TRIO 

programs. OTid the Graduate and Professional' Opportunities 

Program (GPOP)> Title III is ^n institutional development 

program. In fact it is currently the only program under 

the Higher Oducatioi) Act directed at institutional 

develoinnent and capacity building. It is our belief 

that when poor s ttiden t s - - r egar dies s of ethnic heritage ^ 

or racial group- - at tend developing institutions in 

substantial numbers, the Title III program,/by definition, 

should assist these institutions in improving the quality 

of their educational activities. This includes upgrading 

their curricula, their faculty and staff, and their . 

administrative and flsca^l management capabilities. 

In this manner an jmprovdd ins t i tut i on can better serve 

its Clientele. 

Consequently Black, Native American and Hispanic institutions 
qualify for program participation prlma-rilV on the basis 
of institutional characteristics. In the Office of 
Education's view, it would be a mistake to redirect 
Title III funds away from needy institutions to those 
that can only justify assistance on the basis of a 
substantiaL minority student ienrol Iment .. 
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CoMuj^iJL^j;;^ 1 e^ej^a rj; icr[)|i H^n 

rL^J!i^;^P institutions reporting on the Higher Uducation 
General Information Survey (MGGIS), 9^1 are two-year 
Institutions. Of these 941 institutions, 546 (58 percent) 
appear o meet the eligibility criteria for designatigj, 
as developing institutions and, therefore, would be 
eligible to compete for Title' III . funds. 

In the iiecent FY 1979 cdnnxet i t i on ,• 224 of these 546 

two-year institutions, or 4 1 .ner.cent , applied for designatidfl 

as a developing i ns t i tut i on. ^ Of the- 224, 202 were 

detertDined eligible to compete for the.$28.8 million 

sot-aside for two-year colleges which-ls required by 

the statute. Awards were made to 174 institutions 

or 86 percent of those eligible to compete for funds 

In summary, while only 41 percent of the 546 institutions 

which arc potentially eligible for Titlb MI applied 

for funding, 86 percent of the eligible applicants 

were funded. , . z ' 

According to the-Nntional Center for Hduca t i onal' St a t i s t i cs ' 

these two-year institution? accounted for 3.9 million 

or 36 percent of the' reported 11 million students enrolled 

in postsecondary education programs in 1978. In addition 

these institution^ serve a- large number of low- income ^' 

and minority students and often provicle the- only access 

to postsecondary educational opportunities for students 

living in areas of geographic isolation. However, we 

do not believe that these enrolment figures necessitate 

a reduction in the current al 1 oca t i on f or f oUY - year 

Title lU institutions. Instead, the Administration 

has sought to support the expanded services provided 

by two-year as wejl as four^yoar colleges through ait 

increase in authorized funds. 

It is questionable if two-year institutions can ultimately ' 
meet the Admi n i s t ra t i on • s pr i or i t i es of equalizing 
educational opportunities, reducing minority unemployment 
and increasing the number of minorities and females 
in professions in which they have been historically 
and traditionally under represent ed . This, is especially 
true m the area of employment because significant 
numbQrs^ of two-year college graduates do not continue 
their education at four-year institutions. Thus, four- 
year colleges remain the principal source of minority 
and females applicants for graduate education. 
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In summary, the Office of -Education believes that the 
current 7.4 percent set-aside of Title III funds for 
two-year institutions is entirely adequate to meet 
program needs. An 86 percent funding rate of applicants 
Is, we believe, a ve^y high percentage. In addition, 
we cannot ignore the quality of proposals. For example, 
out of a possible two hundred maximum points wli i cjh 1979 
applications could receive, we funded down to a score 
of 98 on the two-year slate. We believe that any score 
bolow that does not reflect a substantive proposal as 
viewed by our staff and the expert renders employed 
to assist in the evaluation process. 
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The legislation chmacter i zes a developing institution 
«s making "a reasonable effort to improvo^hc qiaHty 
ot Its teaching and administrative staffs and of its 
Student services; and is, for financial or other reasons 
struggling for survival and isolated from the main " 
currents of academic life." 

The Office of nducation cv>iuated 43 specific factors 
as well as other related ihdices in an effort to se ect 
the „,ost effective criteria for the identification of 
developing institutions. 

The 43 indices listed in Table 1 (Program Statistics 
Vn factors such as the number of books 

n the library the Consumer Pr i ce-^-fndex , regional 

ellonnli" S^^Kf^V."'"'^^"' eligibility factors, and 
.cgionallv adjusted nco.ne levels. Additional factors 
such as the institution's previous implementation of 
developmental plans and the academic preparation of 
the faculty were also, considered. 

Ik 

Two factors, which could be independently verified 
consistently selected a type of institution that the 
Department believes the Congress intei'ided the program 
to serve. These two factors were: (1) av^eraU educatioiuil 
«nd general expenditures per full-time equiljjfnt (m 
ril^f^ y'r'^ per FTK undergraduate 

llro JC together ident i f ied^ nst i tut i ons^hich 

were ^onomically constrained and those which are isolated 
from the mainstream of academic life i..e., serviiiR a 
significant percentage of low- income students who could 
only pursue postsecondary educational opportunities 
at a local institution. 

Jll^f^h-!'' ''f 1979 grant award process indicate 

nr ti Jno'f ^''''^ eligibility system was effective. 
Of the 500 two-year and four-year institutions that 
applied under the new eligibility requirements, 474 
Of ^Lr'^^^f •""''^ designated as developing institutions. 
Of these 474 institutions, 400 (84- percent} received 
funds including a number of institutions that were 
grandfathered" under tl)e new r&gulations. 
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General Reauthor ization Issues 



lejlgth of Participation ijl__P.rogr_am 

The proposed legislation is designed to provide 
two t>;pes of awards: (l) a 1-3 year award for 
short-term objectives, and (2) substantial one- 
time only awards of up to se\4.en years, which If 
accepted, would terminate the institution's participation 
Lit- t lie program. A number of Ins t i t i|^t 1 ons t hat" 
Zro participating in the former Advanced Institutional 
(Devvelopment Program should be eligible for the 
terminal awards and these institutions will be 
encouraged to apply for this category of funding. 
A larger number of institutions will probably 
require long term assistance before termination 
from the program. , However, we believe that many 
of these institutions will ultimately bo ready 
for t e nil i Vi a 1 awards. 

^ t " A wa r d Mojrii t ojvhig Act i v i t i es 

The 1978 Regulations now recjuire long-range institutional 
plans as a prerequisite for Title HI assistance. 
For the most par^ we have been pleased with the 
institutional responses in the FY 1979 applications. 

In order to monitor the implementation CPT these 
plans, the Office of Education has designed an 
expanded post-awavd monitoring system. This new 
system is curreut]>9r being f i el d- 1 es t ed . We have 
also moved ^to identify a group of institutions 
^ that show clefinite signs of institutional instability, 
e.g., large drops in enrollment, an excess of 
expenditures over revenues, and/or excessive default 
rates on student finanf:ial assistance programs. 
We are developing plans fQr the establishment of 
a Higher Education Assistance Unit within the 
Bureau of Higher and Continuing Education to combine 
on resources to provide Immediate assistance to 
tliose ins/itutions. It is also our intention to 
modify thb grant awards so that once problems are 
identified we can redirect funds 1o specific activities 
which 'wi llNimprove the administrative and fiscal 
management Title III grantees, ' * 
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The Offico of Hducation has nuthorlzod a limited 
number of f und • devo 1 opmen t grants to aid institutions 
in tho development of fund- replacement strntogios. 
The now proposed matching Rrnnts piogram is an 
outgrowth of these activities and«ls based on the 
differing needs of developing institutions. Matching 
grants can bo of enormous assistance to those developing 
Institutions that are capable of attracting funds 
from private donors, the local community. State 
legislatures, and other sources beyond, tho Federal 
Government. Applicants for tlicse Challenge Giants 
need not apply or have part i<? Ipated in the regular 
Title HI program. Thoy w0u|d, of course, have 
to establish their Title III eligibility. 

Co opora t i ve Arran gement s - 

Tho Department hGliovos that tho consortia and 

assisting agency arrangements currently used in 

the Title III program may b* useful for some institutions- 

however, wc also believe that institutions should 

not bo required to enter into tliese cooperative 

arrangements. Instead, an institution should have 

the opportunity to choose the most appropriate 

means to achieve its developmental objectives. 

Some activities mayorequirt only released faculty 

time or contracting with an individual consultant. 

hxQ Department's view regarding coope^fPat i vc arrangements, 
which was reflected in th^ Administration's r eaut hor i za t i oi 
proposal to eliminate thi^ statutory requirement 
was underscored in the Conference Report on the 
FY 1980 Ubor-IiCW appropriations bill. Tho Conference 
Report deducted SlO million from tho Title III 
appropriati^in because tl\(fse funds were not being 
utillred directly by Title III Institutions. 
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Pro gram Statistics ' 

. . ^ . Table 1 

' * Ljlst of Factfors Measuring Ins t i t ut ionaX Status 
The foUowinq is a listing of Ihc pooslble miM^urciT cx.imlncd In an 
orforL lo 5olocL Iho mdr.l crT^cllvc critorLi for llic idcii li ri<:.i 1 5 on 
of developing institutions! 

A« FTE enrollment {2-yc,ir ond ff-ye<ir schools) 

— FTC F.iculty • y 

Ifumbcr of Graduates (Hoccolaurcitc or Asr,oci,Uc Arts) 
Number of Ph. 0^5 

— Percentage of Ph. 0*5 
Professor's Soldry - 

Instructor's Salary ('j-year schools only) 
Averogc Soltiry (2-yeor seliools only) 
(r^cfcen^^oing to Graduate School (to '»-year schools 

for 2-yeAr colleges) 
J- Percent colnpleting the first year 
\. Ratio oA^uaccalaureates or AA's produced to total 
vjsnfoTl inert t 

-V Number of Low- Income Students 

Percentage ot'^Uow- Income Stvidents in total 
enrollment j^headcount) 

— Percentage of Low-Income Students on rit^oi^cial Aid 

— Number of Minority Students 

— Percentage of Minority Students (hcadcount), 
Per-Copita Student Aid income per low-income student 
educational and General Total Lxpendlturcs 
Pcr-Capitxi^ TAG CxpendUurcs pt-r fir Student ^ 

— Per-Capita Library Volumes per fTF Sludorit 

— Total Library volumes *■ 
Percent from Cndowmont Farniji^js ^ . 

— Pcrccia from Cifts and Grants 

— Amount from Cndow»cnt Cx)rnings 
Amount from Gifts and Grants 
Total endowment fund 
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|.ablo 1 (co/itinncd) 
List of Factors Measuring Tr|stitutional Status 

Pcrcon^€ Trom ^tntc and Local / 

— Amount from State and Loco! 

T- Pcr-Capijo from State and Local 
Percent from Federal Som'ces 
' — An^ount from Federal Sources 
Percent (Sources not defined) 

— Amount (Sources not doftned) 

Other erit(?ria reviewed ore dlscu^jsed below: 

— Ot: studied use of lUct Consumer Price Indax (CP!) to adju;>t 
for retjlonal factors but found that" the CPI hos no relevance 
as an across^reglon measure of cost of living, 

. The Ourcau of Labor Statistic^s Urban Fomily Hudgcts for 

Solected Urban Areas relates only to selected urban areas, 
, not all urban areas and not non-urban areas. Furthermore, 
the household budget data do not accurately Qortray the cost 
of operating an educational institution, 

— Regional indexes arid budgets do not take into oocbunt 

_ uxfrcrences between orcas wiJ.in regions, for ex<i.M,ilc bcL«v;un 
New York City and upstate New York, It also is not 'clear that 
faculty salaries^, the largest part of E^G expenditures, would 
be higher in al.l high-cost areas or lower in low-cost areas, 

or also studied regional cost dirfcrences in Uatiip Grants .n.d 
found that a 'sUidcnt from a bw- income rcgioo attcndinti a 
higher-cost institution would have hiiihcr UvIiki t?ost:; <wid, 
thus, be entitled to a larger size IU:0C award. 

— The inverse of the Student i:iign)IUty IncIiNx (f.r.l) prov/r;; to 

be almost perfectly correlated with the IlLOG award. This is ^ 
rcosonoblc because; The higher the 5LI, the lower the HCOC 
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Tabic 1 fcontlnued) 
List of Factors Measur ing' Ins t i tut ional Status 

Using income icvcis or rctjionnlly ^)clju5CoU 4i^coa»c levels proved 

not . to 1^0 feosible, since Income levels do not Like into .uxoudl 
^ family size, amount of osiols, af\d other ifulicotors of nocd 
already Cdicul.ited In OfOCs, 

— Different student financial aid d.^ta'did not prove uceful: 

Sl-OCs are too limited in tcrm-j oT Ihc immUv-v of eli(jil>lc sl,udcras. 
ND5L and C\V^ ijrants arc Jcs^ need-based than fiCOCs. Many niddle- 
ijncoiiu; student-^ qualify for thosf? proyranin* If^ IV^O there will 
be no income limitation ot\ Cuarantced Student Lo.uis- 

— or olso considered, as one alternative ineasnre, the average 

. unconstrained OLOC per FTt: onderfjrvtdnate to detcMMlnc whether tlic 
OLOC "half co-it rule" affected ii\stitutions* 'proves in the 
Title IIJ ntOcf points scbcrmc, Ihc .nuilyse:; s!\oived the ui^con- 
■ strained OLOC and the actual nti)C to he dit.iost perfectly 

. correlated overall and \^hen scores are compared within type ond 
control con:> I derations* 

— An Institution can easily determine its nfOC di^bij^rsements . 

or unconstralncc! 13L0C awards could be used, but Uk!v would 
virtually yield the same results "while beiny more difficult 
for the institution to report. 

— Son^c 'of the suggested criteria .^re not (piantl f iablc and, 
therefore, Impossible to index. These include acadeinlc 
preparation of tl^e faculty, past performai^ce of future plaris 
of the institution, the Ir^sti tution' s hackfjround, or 

ef fectivcnes'^ of inanayemei\t procedures, " 
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Table 2 

AVERAGE AWARD AMOUNTS FY 1973-1978 
APVANCED INSTITUTIONAL pEVELOPMiINT PROGRAM 









1975 


1976 


}V1 


1978 


Cumo 1 a tivA 


ObUfiflClons 


$35,500 


$A8,000 


$56,000 


|58,000 


$58,000 


$68,000 


. $335,500 


Hvnlret' of Inttltutlont Fundod 




Z 


61 


32 


- ^ fl9 




300 


Avtttg« AWATds Including Bll«t«ril< 


^1.267.9 


$1,333,3 


$950.8 




?65U7 


$1,259. :^ 


$Jl.069.2'. . 



PAHCTi loifi ^651, 000 to 1977 Blfhi 4l,*U,500 la 1976 



BASIC INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 



(DolUrt In Thoutond)) 


\W ' 


1967. 


1968 


-«iP 

196SL 


1970 


1971 




1973 


197/4 


1975 


1976 


1977 


^976 






$5,000 


$30,000 


$qo,ooo 


$30,000 


$30,000 


$33,650 


$51,050 


$51,850 


$51,9v2 


$52,000 


$52,000 


$52,476 


^$52^00 


$523,018 


{.'unbor of Crontt 


127 


All 


220 


229 


. 227 


198 


226 


235 


215. 


' 207^^ 


203 


190 


238 


2,926- 


Av«rASt AvAri 


$39,4 


,$73.0 




$131.6 


4m.2 


$17M 


$229.4 


$2-20,6 


$241.8 


$25U2 


$256.2 


>276.2 


. $218.5 


$178.8 



MiQtt lovt $39.4 la 1966 Hltht $276,200 la 1977 
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Table 3 

INSTmrriONAL DEVELOPMEOT PROGITAM - FY 1978 GRANTtis ; 

\ 

Runiber of Institutions Number of Years in the Program 



24 ' 


^ - 13 




27 


12 




16 


11 




IS 


10 


t 


U 


9 




» 17 


8 




13 


7 




16 


6. 




18 


5 




18 


■-^1 ♦ . .4 




15 


3 • 




12 


2 


f 


90 


1 




292 


Total 
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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER EDUCA- 
TION ACT AND OTHER RELATED MEASURES 

Part 8— Administration Proposal 



. " * THURSDAY, jlJLy 26, 1979 

House of Representatives, , 
Subcommittee on PosrsEqbNDARY Education,, 

Committee oi^f Education anit Labor,' 

/ Washington, D.C. 

ooTi^^r?"^/^°"^"^^*^*^®^ pursuant/ to jntotice, at 9:45 a.m., in room 
2261, Ravburn House Office Buildiiig, Hon. William D. Ford (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) preaidiq^. 

Meihbers present: Representatives- Ford, Simon, Weiss, Bailey 
Buchanan, Jeffords, and Tauke. ' ^ 

Staff present: Thomas R. Wolanin, staff director; Patricia F 
Rissler deputy staff director; William C.^ Clohan, mirtority assistant 
education counsel; and Jennifer W. .Vance, minority legislative 
associate. . 

Mr. Ford. The Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education will 
come to order for the purpose of continuing our hearings on the' 
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act and related measures 

The hearing today will continue our discussion of those features 
01 the administration's reauthorization proposal that represent the 
most significant departures from current law. 

Today, we will be considering the administration's recommenda- 
tions on a constellation of -issues dealing with the administration 
and nianagement of student financial aid programs and allocation 
ol student aid funds to students, States and institutions. 

The administration is proposing: a packaging framework for stu- 
dent tmancial a^d; a single student; aid application form; a single 
Oeeds-analvsis system; a new formula for State-matching in the 
btate Student InceAtive Grant Program, the elimination of the 
initiial year-cOntinuing year distinction in the Supplemental Educa- 
tional Opportunity Grant Program, permitting institutions to carry 
over as much as 5 percent of their SEOG and College Work Study 
funds and new administrative allowance. 

These and related issues will be the focus of this morning's 
hearings,, which will follow the format that we have set up for 
consideration bf the administration's proposals with a panel of 
people representing' interest groups that have 8|)ecial concern for 
these particular portions of the administration's proposal as well as 
renresentatives of the administration who will be here to respond 

I might at this time note that we hav6 now filled out the sched- 
ule for the .balance of July as follows: Next Tuesday, July 31, we 
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will have a hearing similar to the format of this mornings hearing, 
talking about grants. 

On Wednesday, August 1, the hearing will deal with loans; and 
Thursday, August 2,-the hearing will deal with loans, and at that 
time expect also to have Senator Kennedy, who is going to 
present the committee the so-called Kennedy-BeUmon loan 
proposal. 

Friday, August 3, will be an additional hearing on loans in 
Oshkosh, Wis., and we will then try to conclude additional hear- 
ings—with the one that Mr. Jeffords is arranging in Vermont and 
one or two others during the month of August. The Washington 
"hearings on reauthgrization, we hope, will be concluded at the end 
of the hearing next Thursday! 

With that, 1 would like 'to call on a panel consisting of Tom Butts 
afid Pet(!!r Voigt, from the bureau of student financial assistance in 
the Office of Education; Lois Rice, vice president. College Entrance 
Examination Board; Joel Packer, U.S. student association; Ken 
Reeher, National Association of State grant pro-ams; and Con-, 
stance L. White, director of undergralduate financial aid, and coor- 
dinator of university financial aid, Yale University, New Haven, 
Conn., who is appearing this morning for the National Ajasociation 
of Student Financial Aid Administrators. . 

I might observe that Dallas Martin now has his team built about 
10 deep because every hearing has one of his heavy hitters, and 
they keep dfc^ging on us. They are getting better looking all the 

I think I will leave it to you, Peter. Do you want to discuss your 
statement first, or let the panel go and then respond ^with-yoiir 

statement? ■ 
. ' ■ - ■ y " 

STATEMENT OF TOM BIJTTS, PETER VOIGT, BUREAU OF STU- 
DENT FINANCIAL AS^STANCE, OFFICE OF EDUCATION; LOIS 
RICE, VICE PJ^ESroENT, COLLEGE ENTRANCE EXAMINATION 
BOARD; JOEL PACKER. U.S. STUDENT ASSOCIATION; KEN- 
NETH R. REEHER, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE GRANT 
PROGRAMS; CONSTANCE L. WHITE, DIRECTOR, UNDERGRAD- 

. UATE FINANCIAL AIIKANI) COORDINATOR OF UNIVERSITY, 
FINANCIAL AID, YALE UNIVERSITY, NEW HAVEN, CONN., AC- 
-POMPANIED BY DALLAS MARTIN, EXECUTIVE. DIRECTOR, NA- 
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ADMINIS- 
TRATORS 

Mr. VoiOT. iMr, Chairman, I have a statemQiit I would like to 
submit for the record. . • • 

Mr. FoRO, Without objectio;ii, the statenments submitted by the 
members of the panel for the record will be inserted in fulH^ the 
record, and we will start with -Mr. Peter Voigt* from thfe OfCce of 
Education, who rpay highlight his comments or add to it as yo^ see 
fit. ^ \ 

IThe prepared statement of Mr. Voigt follows:] 
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n;r <5 . ^ COMMISSJONKU, BUUEAU 

Wr,.X a'J.'''^'''^''''' Assistance Department of IliUi-rn. Education, and 
WELFARE. Accompanied by Wiujam A Bi.akey, Deputy A.<»istant Secketaky kou 
Legislation (Education) . 

Mr. Chairman: 

My colleagues and I appreciate the opportunity;^' to 
^participate in today's discussion ,of the Administra- 
\tion's student financial aid reauthoi^ization proposals. 
While the format of today's hearings is somewhat unique, 
we**agree that th'is is an excellent* approach to take. We 
^hope that this forum will provide you ^nd the other members 
.of this subcommittee with the information you need to 
^Tinalize ttie reauthorization package in the time-frame 
you have set out, ^ . 4 

Before we open the discussion, I would like to comment 
on a Eew of the major proposals offered by the Administra- 
tion. 

Single Form/Single Need Analysis System 



As you are very much aware, we have been working on a 
simplified form foe students and parents to use^ to apply 
for Federal student aid funds- We are pleased to^ report 
that after much consultation and neogitation with represen- 
tatives from all sectors of the student aid community, we 
have finalized a simplified form to be used in 1980-81. 
This, form will be used by the Basic Grant program and all 
agencies participating in multiple data entry. 

While this step is a major breakthrough in simplifying 
and rationalizing the student aid delivery system, it is 
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not enough. We' ace proposing that the use of a single 
application form be required for all Federal need-based 
gFOgrams and that this form be processed at no cost to 
the student* 

somehow it doesn't seem right that students have to 
•pay to f int;3*^out;that they qualify for Federal benefits* 
We are also proposing that^ a single- need analysis 
formula be used for all Federal need-based aid. Part of 
the massi<re ^cohfusion experienced by students and parents 
results from the^^fact that they get different expectation 
of family contribution depending on the progams they wish 
. to, participate in or ,the schools they wanb to attend. 

This proposal is another part of our efforts to sim- 
plify and rationalize the student aid delivery process. 

packag ing 

If 

Our packaging framework proposal is very simple and 
yet still maintains the flexibility of the . financial- aid 
administrator to provide each student with. the resources 
necessary to meet his or her specific needs^ Basically 
we are cal ling for three things: 

1. Basic Grants should be the foundation Of any 
students^ aid package. 

2. Loan burden should be minimized; and 



3U 



339 



Page 3 ^ , 

3* In order to be eligible for a Basic Loan, stu-- 
dents^ aid packages must include a $700 self-- 
help component. 
These three elements constitute our packaging frame- 
work. We are not proposing to require financial aid " 
administrators to develop aid packages in any rigid manner 
which ignores the individual student's paoticulaf situa- 
tion. We are not proposing a requirement that all student 
aid packages must consist of specified percentage! of 
grants, work, or loan aid. we firmly belie^re that the 
developments of aid packages is best handled at the insti- 
tutional level by those professional aid administrators 
who are aware of the specific needs of students. 

However, we believe that this framework is necessary 
to ensure that students are treated in as equ'itatile and 
consistent manner as possible regardless of where they 
^o to school. 

Starydards, of Academic Progress 

We have proposed a minimum standard for Satisfactory 
academic progress because ye believe that the investment 
Of Federal dollars should be used to educate people and 
not to support them during the years they happen to be 
enrolle"il in school. 
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The standard we are proposing is not an onerous One 
nor is it so strict as^to ignore the very.^ legitimate 
difficulties which could confront even the most dedicated 

student. ^ 
However, we are aware of a number of cases where in- 
stitutions have estalished standards so lax as to be mean- 
ingless* The General Accounting Office (GAO) discussed 
some of these problems in its repor t Inconsistencies in 
Awarding Federal Financial Aid to Students Under Four 
Federal Programs" (May 11, 1^79), In fact, GAO recommended 
that the Congress establish minimal standards much more 
stringent than the one we have proposed. We too have 
discovered evidence that some institutions have' standards 
designed to ensure that students stay enrolled and eligible 
for' the sin(5ular prupose Qf continued receipt of the fi- 
nancial aid funds generated by these students. ' For example, 
we know of one school which has set a fairly reasonable 
standard but allows students to drop sses , without 
penalty, as late as j:he last day of the academic year. ( 
The basis then for determining the students* academic pro- 
gress is adjujgted to ignore those dropped classes. 

Obviously, the majority of schools have much more 
stringent; standards than the one we are proposing and 
our proposal has no nimpact on these schools at all. 
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However, we belive that all schools must establish 

and maint^iin such standards in order to maintain the in- 

tegriti> of these programs. 

our proposal is- adopted^ we would monitor schools' 
compliance through our regular program review activities. 

Determining Costs of Education ' 

We have proposed legislation which allows us- to set 
up procedures that insti tu tiv..s must use to establish off- 
campus living costs for students under all of the^eed- 
based programs except Basic Grants. 

Again, the* findings of the recent GAO report showed 
that different schools, using di.fferent methods, had widely 
divergent off-campus living costs which resulted in vastly 
different aid awards going to students in the same economic 
situation living in the same city, GAO was disturbed a- 
bout these findings and recommended that we develop standard 
costs to be used by every institution. We disagree with 
that approach and our.proosal ensures that all schools' 
would at least use the same basis for determining off- 
campus living costs. Letlne assure you that our proposal 
allows every institution to set its own reasonable costs. 
We are not . proposing to regulate either the components 
of a student's budget or the level of each budget item,. 
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What we are proposing ia that we have^^the authority to 
set out the procedure s schools must use to establish the 
level of 'these costs, 

Of dourse, we will continue to maintain the discre- • 
tion of the f inancial^P^d administrator to make those 
adjustments necessary to accommodate individual student 
circumstances. * . 

Defini ti on of Independent Student 

The definition of independent, student is a.n area that 
has resulted in much controversy over the years. \*e are 
proposing a new definition which we feel is simple, equi- 
table, and verifiable. 

As you know the current definition has three criteria 
which must be met over a three year .period. These are: 

o Has the student-been claime^ on l;iis or her parents' 
Federal income tax form for any 'one of the three 
^ years. - 3 

^o H^LS the student lived with his or her parents for 
six weeks during any one of the thr^e years, 
o ' Has the sj^udent received more than $750 in- 6up- 
port from hi^ or her parents during any one of the 
three years. 

The latter two of these criteria are- unverif iable and 
unenforceable. . Therefore,, they ar^ virtually meaningless. 
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Through our proposal we would be able to reconfirm 
.. the responsibility of the parents to pay for the^education 
of their children to the extent they are able and use 
verifiable criteria for determining^the dpenedency sta- 
tus of students. 

Of course^ we also will maintain the flexibility of 
the financial aid administrator to waive part or all of 
the parental contribution in those cases where such ad- 
justments ar warranted. 

State S tudent Incentive Grants (S31G) ' 

We are proposing that the current matching of "old" 
State funds be phased out. The goal is that Federal 
dollars be matched only with new State dollars. 

During the phase-in period new State dollars would 
be match'ed 100 percent the first year they are allocated 
while old State dollars would be matched on .a declining 
rate. The first year new funds would be matched* 100 per^ 
cent and old funds matched at 80 percent. In the second 
year new funds would be matched at 100 percent and old 
^nds matched at 60 percent., By the fifth year only new 
funds would be eligible for the Federal match. 

As you may know, some States with mature scholar- 
ship programs increased th^ir scholarship expenditures 
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at a rapid rate and now need incentives to continue to 
increase their expenditures (rather than be tempted to 
retrench to a level which barely meets maintenance effort 
requirements). * \t the satife time, about 20 States have 
established wholly new scholarship programs in: order tx) 
qualify f'-r SSIG funds; most of these States have barely 
been able to increase their State expenditures fast 
enough to qualify for their SSIG allotments. Four States 
with ma tur^e scholarship programs (New York/ Pennsylvania, 
California, and Illinois) together account fo;: more than 
60 percent of all State scholarships whereas 30 States 
with newer and less advantaged program depend primarily 
upon SSIG and State matching and account for only 5 per- 
cent of the Nation»s tot^l stat-e scholarships. The pro- 
posal is designed to partiqularly aid these newer States. 

These ace, we belive, the most significant changes 
we are proposing. We will be pleased to respond to any 
questions you might have, 

STATEMENT OF PETER VOIGT, BUREAU OF STUDENT FINAN- 
CIAL ASSISTANCE, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 

Mr. VoiOT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to sun\marize 
some of the major proposals we are discussing this morning. With 
Very few exceptions these proposals are designed to make the pro- 
gram more simple, more easy to understand and more effective, 
both in terms of students and parents, as well as the institutions 
that have to administer these currently extremely complicated 
programs. 

The proposals basically fall into two major categories. One is 
simplification, and the other to insure the integrity of the pro- 
grams so we maintain . public confidence in them and^can continue 
the current high level of funding in the future. 

We are proposing a single need-analysis system and a single 
form. We believe that this will reduce confusion indeed for both 
students and parents, mdke the application prbcess considerably 
easier for students, and insure that there is one single figure for 
family contribution. A critical part of the proposal is to insure that 
the recipients of these programs do not have to pay to determine 
their eligibility. ^ ' 
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As far as I know, the student financial aid programs art; the only 
msyor I-^jderal social programs, where the recipients have to pay to 
determine whether they are eligible or not. And we think as public 
policy that should be a cost borne by the Federal Government. 

Ihe second major set of proposals deals with our packaging 
philosophy. Here we are proposing to continue the Basic (Irants as 
the foundation for student financial aid package for the students 
We also believe that the loan burden on the student should be 
minirnized and that a self-help expectation of $700 should be ex- 
pected by each student. We are obviously not proposing a very 
strict and rigid packaging policy. We «eljeve that the financial aid 
otiicer IS in the best position to determine the individual needs of 
student and under these proposals, has the right to waive and 
substitute. However, as a philosophy, we think that this proposal 
should be in the legislation and should be followed. 

. Third, we are proposing the .implementation of standards of aca- 
demic pr^^grdss. Many schools do have such standards and we do 
not believe fehat the standards that we are proposing are particu- 
larly onerous. However, some institutions do not have very strict 
standards. We believe that these programs are designed to educate 
people,,and we think that this measure- would indeed go a long wav 
m helping to achieve that. ~ f .7 

Finally, we are proposing to set up procedures with the financial 
aid community tor determining cost of education for students for 
non-institutional charges. At the momepL there is a great deal of 
diflerence among institutions in the waf that such charges are 
determined, and we are proposing to establish procedures which 
again can be waived at the discretion of the aid office in a particu- 
lar circumstance, which institutions would use to determine cost of 
education so that students going to different institutions but hav- 
ing the same costs would, in effect, end up with the same awa'rds 

As 1 indicated earlier, these proposals are designed to simplify 
the program, to make thenvjnore effective and more understanda- 
ble for the recipients. \ 

I would be happy to answe\ any further questions or to respond 
to the panel members at this point. 

Mr. Ford. Ix>is? • 

STATKMENT OF LOIS RICE, VICE PRESIDENT, COLLEGE 
ENTRANCE EXAMINATION BOARD 

Ms. Rick. Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee. I 
am Lois U Kice, a vice president of the college bbard, and with me 
IS Kobert Kates, vice president of our college scholarship service. 
Mr. Kates can respond to any technical questions that you may 
have. 

I am delighted to respond to your invitation to participate in this 
fieanng on the administration s higher education reauthorization 
proposals, but I must make the usual disclaimen, for it was just 1 
week ago today that the administration, in a moving and dramatic 
heanng, made its recommendations public, and obviously we have 
not been able to go through a consultative process with the college 
board and college scholarship service membership in such -a short- 
time, bo my comments today must be taken as preliminary, and as 
a forecast of our likely position after full analysis and deliberation 
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on the proposals described so ably last week by Assistmit Secretary 
Bohen on July 19. 

You asked the college board to focus this morning on the admin- 
istration's recommendations for changes in the delivery of title IV 
stud^t aid, and in particular on the proposals that Congress man- 
date — one, a single student aid application form, Xo be processed at 
no cost to the applicant, and two, the use of a single needs analysis 
systenv for all Federal heed-based student aid pjrograms. 

Tlie proposals have great surface appeal that is compelling, for 
their enactment ostensibly would reduce the paperwork burden on 
students and'tljeir families, would end the current situation in 
which a poverty stricken applicant must pay for a certification of 
eligibility for stucftnt aid, and would mean uniform expected con- 
tributions from f^ilies in like circumstances instead of the dispar- 
ate expectations now ^)ossible. 

But it is our view that the proposals would increase rather thtmX 
decrease the amount of paperwork, that it would be an extravagaM 
misuse of Federal funds if the Government were to provide a free 
needs analysis to all applicants, and that the only reason more 
tiian one needs analysis systeni now niay be used is that the U.S. 
Commissioner o/ Education has sanctioned the use of several, a 
situation that needs no law for its corr/^ctioii but simply a different 
decision in the executive branch. 

Befpre going into the detailed reasons for our viowrs, I want to 
describe the present situation, and the role the college board plays 
in it. 

The Federal Government now runs just one n^ed-based student 
aid program—that for Basic Educational Opportunity Grants or 
BEOG's. BKOG applicants may use a form furnished by the Feder- 
al Government, or they may apply on forms furnished by the 
American college testing service^ (ACT) or the college scholarship 
service (CSS) of the college board— or by the Pennsylvania Higher . 
Education Assistance Agency (PHEAA). ^ The ACT, CSS and \ 
PHKJAA application forms all contain the same items as the Feder- 
al form, and all contain additional questions that need be answered 
only if the applicant is seeking. aid from sources other than BEOG. 

In the school year just ended, there were about 3.8 million , BEOG 
applicant^;, of whom 53 percent applied through college scholarship 
service, 4 percent through tlie Pennsylvania higher Education As- 
sistance Agency, 18 percent through ACT, and 25 percent used the 
Federal form. , ^ 

The /other Fedeml need-based student aid ^programs are all ad- 
minis/ered by financial aid officers at the campuses of educational 
insti^itloHs. The CSS form is accepted at about 4,500 of those 
car}4>uses 'and used to determine ^lifob^lity not only for the Federal 
pr6grams, but for student aid funds^ from the institution as well. 

In addition to the Basic Grant, and campua-based Federal pro- 
grams, there are student grants now available in every one of the 
50 States. Students in 30. of those States can use the CSS form iu 
applying for a State award. In 15 other States they may use the 
ACJr form, which contains the same items as the CSS, but is a 
different form for computer technological reasons, and in 5 States, ^ 
some other form is prescribed^ by the Stafe. ^ - 
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■ '^IV'" processed about 2.6 Inillion^aid applications dur- 

ing this academic year— just more tlian 60 percent of the grand 
total for the entire country. The form those applicants filed with 
Ubb was- Uie only form they had to fill out in order to determine 
their eligibility for a BEOG, for. a campus-based Federal aid pro- 
gram, for an institutional award, for a State grant in 30 different 
btates, and for funds from local and private sources. 

The point I want to emphasize Ls that^ majority of student aid 
app icants already have available to them, and in fact use, a single 
application form, suitable for all kinds of aid, whether from the 
I'ederal Government, their college, or their State. The minority 
who must lill out two or more forms instead of just one are in that 
position because the States in which thay live "insist upon a sepa- 
rate torm, or because the college to which they have applied is 
among the handful that docs not accept the CSS form or the ACT 
form. 

Given this background, whkt is the likely result if you accept the 
• admmistration s invitation to order by law that which it claims 
power now to require by regulation, namely, the mandatory use of 
to «PP'y for a BEOG or a campus-based Federal 
applicants in 15 States would still have to fill out the 
ACI form, which is the same as the CSS, but with -differences. It is 
a virtual certainty that at least some of the 30 States that now use 
the common CSS form, including California,, Michigan, Massachu- 
setts, Georgia, Rhode Island, Missouri, and Oklahoma would wan# 
more information than the mandated Fediflal form contained so 
that in those States the mandate would double rather than reduce 
the paperwork. It is also a virtual certainty that New York with 
the Nation s largest State scholarship program would continue fo 
require far less information on its form than on any current or 
proposed federal form. Fin^illv,' it is not a virtual .certainty, but ' 
rather an absolute certainty, that a great many institutions woujd 
require families of aid applicants to provide greater financial detail 
than that appearing on the Federal form, once again having two 
applications do the work now perforfned by one. The administra- 
tion testified to you last week that: 

«roVJ> nf Ifc'** f f "K.!*^ (orm for Federal programs clearly falls within the 
nT.n . Y " "''■»3"?«t'-«t>/e authonty. we recommend that the Congress insure 
Itntute^" , ^'"^ futiire.yours by mandating it/uso/n the 

For the reasons I hav^ outlined above, the college board urges 
Congitvqs to reject the administration's invitation to rush in where 
the Office of Education fears to tread. There is work to be done in 
simplifyi ng the whole process of -making fi^anciaf aid determina- 
tions, but mandating a Federal application fi(5rm wie^d defeat rath- 
er than serve that goal. 

Turning now to the question of whether the Federal Govern- - 
ment, not the applicant, should bear the cost of processing a finan- 

iaJP(P ^ ^^^^^ 30"^^ siatistics with you 

,u noJ c^' ^^^^^ percent of the dependent students filing 
the Cbb form came from families with ihcomes under $12 000 
Another 30 percent fell between $12,»00 and $20,000, and nearly 35 . 
^'rn"^u'^f'r'' ""^""T '^^^^•^OO. The fee charged each applicant' was 
$4.00. lhat fee paid not only for processing 2.6 mi,lliOn applicatiot 
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it also paid for a wide range of research, training, publications and 
information services performed by CSS. Many of you are, familiar 
for example with the CSS information booklet entitled ; 'Meeting 
College Costs/' which is distributed free ^very year to millions of 
students and their families. 

Undoubtedly there were some CSS applicants for whom the pay- 
ment of $4.50 was a hard matter, but for most it was not. The - 
average parental contribution determined for the 73 percent of CSS/ 
filers, who were dependents was $1,278, and the average contribi/ 
tion for the 27 percent who were independent was $4,337. It would 
be an absurdity to declare, on the One hand, that> a family should 
be able to put up $1,278 toward college costs and, on the other, that 
paying a $4.50 fee to C'SS is a hardship. 

We would be pleased to work with the Congress and the adminis- 
tration to develop a method (similar to our own test fee waiver 
policy^) for the Federal Government to assume the processing costs 
for those applicant^j who are truly up against it, but*ft would be a 
mistake, in our view, for the Government to relieve every applicant 
of any charge, when all but a few can easily afford the modest 
sums that are typically asked of filers. Furthermore, we are proud 
of all the information and training and other services CSS provides 
to students and their parents, to educational institutions, to the 
States and the Federal Government, and to others. We do not want 
to have to negotiate with the U.S. Commissioner of Education on 
whether and at what level we can provide tliQse services, yet thaf 
. would be the n(?cessary result if the Federal Government assumed 
the role of payor for processing aid applications filed with CSS.' 

Last, there is the issue of- having a single needs analysis system. 
Under current law, BECM5 s are calculated under one system, while 
. the family contribution to be used in determining eligibility for the 
campus-based programs may be -calculated under any system ap- 
proved by the Commissioner. Since he has given campuses a choice 
among the BEOG system, the uniform methodology or anything 
coming close to either of them, .there is at least the potential fbr 
inconsistency and confusion. 

The Iproblem could be resolved tomorrow by an administrative 
pen-strolce if the Commissioner were by regulation to require use of 
the uniform methodology, in the campus-based programs, the meth- 
- odololgy that most of the approved. systems and institutions now 
use. . . 

The inconsistency and confusion do not arise because there is one" 
schedule for BEOG's and another for the campus-based awards; 
they arise only because multiple systems are permitted for the 
latter. 

The problem could also .be solved if the BEOG system were 
mandated by the Commissioner for the campuses. But the adminis- 
tration evidently does not wish to do that, for the reason that the 
BEOG system is not in truth a system. It is a legislated device for 
rationing BEOG funds, but when applied to other aid programs is 
too harsh in itS/expe.ctations for contributions from families below 
the median ip<r6me and too lenient for those above. I would like to 
call your attention, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommit- 
tee, to the table attached to my testimony that shows the differ- 
ences between the BEOG schedule and the uniform methodology. - 
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The administration did not explain last week why it chooses not 
to mandate the uniform methodology for the campus-based pro- 
grams but the apparent, reason is that the uniform methodoloRv is 
not subject to direct Federal control. Instead, it is the product of a 
consensus among financial aid administrators. CSS ACT State 
agencies and others, including officials of the Office of Edu'catioh 
While no one voices serious criticisms of the results produced by 
usiog the uniform methodology, it is a fact that it has no" political 
legitimacv, no stamp of approval from those who vote the funds 
^warded by reason of it,s use. 

But the problem of legitimacy-^if it is of sufficient dimension to 
warrant action by this Congress, and in our view it is not-i/quite 
dillerent from the problems of inconsistency and confusion ^men- 
tioned by the administration a week ago. The latter can be cured 
easily and promptly, without aiiy action at all by the Congress As 
to the former, we think it best to withhold comment until the 
adilnnistration completes its legislative proposals 

1 thank you. Mr. Chairman. * 

[The table referred to above follows:] 
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Mr. Ford. Joel Packer? • ' . 

STATEMENT OF JOEL PACKER, U.S. STUDENT ASSOCIATION 
Mr. Packer. Thank you, Mr. diairman. 
^ Just before getting into the topic of the hearing today, financial 
aid needs analysis, I want Lo share with you some, overall reactions 
that we have to the administration's financial aid proposals in 
U)tal. As js the college board, we are still studying the legislation in 
detail, and we will try to have a more complete analysis avail^le 
next^week, but from our preliminary reading of it, there are sever- 
al themes we set^ running through the administration proposal 
each of ^Yhlch we believft runs counter to the best interests of. 
students and higher education. 

First, the legislation nogaihs almost every aspect of the Middle 
- Income Student Assistance- Act, IVftSAA, ^h was signed into law 
only last year. The administration w^^ild eliminate the minimum 
funding tWhholds or triggers* for the three campus-ba^ed pro- 
grams, SEOG College Work Study, and NDSL, which would itself 
J o??/-^)?^^^ completely. MISAA increased the triggers for CWS 
and SLOG to respectively $500 million and $370 million. The trig- 
gers have and still do work tfiis current year to insure adequate 
levels of appropriations for these programs. 

The administration further undermines MISAA' by abolishing for 
all students the interest subsidies for what is now the Guaranteed 
btudent Loan program, which would become the supplemental loan 
prog^-am. Even in the proposed basic loan .-program, graduate stu- 
dents would have to pay interest oii\heir loans while in school 
I he other major provision of MISAA that the administration 
. would eliminate is -the 10.5-percent assessment rate on discretion- 
ary mcome in the determination of a Basic Grant award which 
now insures that students from families with incomes up to $25,000 
receive a BEOG. 

iVIr. Chairman. USSA and other student groups struggled l6ng 
and hard to aid you, the other members of this subcommittee, and 
benator I ell and his colleagues, in passing this landmark legisla- 
tion. We ar^ shocked and dismayed that the adminiatratiojf is • 
doing a 180-degree turn or some other strange contortion on this 
matter. 

\Not only is it bad politics, it is unjust to take away from low- and 
m;ddIe:income students what they are just now starting to receive* 
bince tuition tax credits isn't a major' thrfeat this year, maybe the 
president teels he can renege on his oommit'fn^nts to reduce the 
harden of financial hardship faced by students in paying for college 
costs, without any political heat We hope you will recognize this 
and act quickly to put out the fire before the heat starts. 

The second theme that struck me, and one that flows frpm the^^ ' 
tirst, IS the shifting qr i^pparent shifting of college costs away from 
the Government and onto the student and his/her family. Basic 
Grants 1.^ not increased. The half-cost limitation remaihs un- 
changed. No further improvements in the treatment of independ- 
ent students with dependents are proposed. 
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Whti/* is recommended is a giant leap in interest, rates on loans,, 
in the' case of NDSL more than ^ doubling. As mentioned, Xhe 
triggers are dropped. A new ludicrous and outrageous defmition of 
mdependent stujdents is proposed that would ban anyone under 23 
year^i of age from becoming independent unless they were married. 
We thought age discrimination was illegal. Social security and VA 
benefits will result in a major redtiction of BEOG for students who 
receive those benefits. A new self-help provision of $700 is estab- 
lished for el/gibility for the need-based loan. We always thought a 
loan was self-help, but the administration seems to say that a 
needy student must first take out a supplemental loan at 10 per- 
cent "interest with no in-school -interest subsidy before they can got 
a loan at 7-percent interest, 

Mr, Chairman, surely we haven't reached the stage where every 
student is getting all the grant aid they need. Surely there are low^ 
^ income persons unable to attend college at all because of lack of 
financial resources. Surely there are students stdiggling to keep 
pace with the ravages of inHation that affect college costs. And, 
therefore, surely the administration's proposals can only lead to a 
retreat from the progress we have made over the last 15 years and 
result in more .students and their families collapsing under the 
burden of an increased share of college costs. Equal access to 
higher education, so impor^^mt to our entire society, cannot be 
built on this proposal. 

The third theme that strikes me is the attempt of the admmis- 
tration to centralize all aspects of the aid system. Now, USSA has 
never been an organization that has shied away from calling fori 
' (xovernment involvement wlien necessary. However, trheir proposal 
which would give HEW complete control over the* financial aid 
forms, the needs analysis system, the allowable off-campus living 
costs, and standarclf? of academic progress, and other items; worries 
us quite deeply. , a 

Once both sides of the financial equation, allowable costs and 
financial need determination are in the hands of HEW, or as we 
' know will be the case, 0MB, 1 can guarantee these costs and 
formulas wijl be manipulated to meet not student mn^ds, but budg- 
et-balancing needs. * , 

With those themes in mind—as I said, we will comment in more 
detail next week let lye turn to the specific aspects of needs 
analysis, and this is^actually part of the proposal that we thuTiris 
, pretty good. 

First, USSA strongly supports the proposal for a single, form that 
will be processed at no fee to the student. This is an .idea that we 
have been working on for years. We also have worked closely with 
OE in the development of the how common form that' will be 
utilized for the 1980-81 processing year. While we have some con- 
corns fibout the timing of the implementation of the form, we feel 
overall \[ is a great improvement over the current forms. 

While we agree with the administration's proposal here, there 
are several questioms that we have, inrst of all, while the appendix 
to tiie ^Sec!*etary'^»^stimony mentions that the Federal Govern- 
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ment would pay (or the costs of processing, it is not in the bill, nor 
or that matters the mandated single form, itself, mentioned in 
the actual legislation, but I am informed that will be sent up when 
the revised legislation is submitted to your committee in the near 
future. 

It is also unclear who will process this form, and it is important 
because the form is only one aspect of the overall system Current- 
ly v/e have in place a system called multiple data entry, whereby a 
student can file an application with one of the private processors 
eittier the American college testing program or the college scholar- 
ship service or utilize the basic grant form and file it directly with 
the federal Government through what is known as the prime 
contractor, which is also currently ACT. However, if a student has 
"?^,'^^ corrections after he or she receives his or her student 
• eligibility report, he or she. must deal with the prime contractor 
Tiol"} u , P''"f^essing agency he or she originally filed with' 
UbbA be leves this system is inherently confusing to students 
and not only results in unnecessary delays in students receiving 
awards, but results in some students never getting through the 
system and thereby not going to school. 

There seems to be two solutions to this problem. One is for the 
(.xovernment to have a single processor for all Jbrms. We would not 
recommend this because a system this large- with 5 or G million 
apphcants, cannot rely on one processor. If something goes^vfone 
all students' will suffer. 

We would urge and we have previously submitted legislative 
language to you that would establish a decentralized system Our 
proposal would accomplish the following; First, authorize in law 
the establishment of a common form for all need-based Federal 
strident aid programs. 

Second, our nroposar authorizes the Commissioner or Secretary 
or whoever will be in charge over there when this is all finalized 
ta contract with private processors, as well as States, to process 
this form. We strongly feel that one, way to simplify the system is 
to allow all processors complete edit, correction, and printinR of 
output docum^^nt functions. This would reduce the number of agen- 
cies, a student must ^^al with to one. The person who fills out a 
lorm would only hay? to deal with any one aid agency along his 
cycle of corrections that he or she might have' to file. 

I he thud thmg our proposal would do is mandate this form 
vvluch we hope, will be the only one necessary for the majority of 
studenta.-be processed at no fee to the student. 

Fourth, our proposal provides that reimbursement to the proces- 
sors inc ude reasonable costs for the monitoring of the quality of 
Imancial aid services': information dissemihation. training and 
^-o^Visehngi^ and research and development activities. 

tifth, our proposal allows for a supplemental form. We believe 
that, the core [orm can be the sole document for most students 
lowever. vve must recognize the fact that there are certain institu- 
tions which will require more data. The supplement should be 
coordinated with the core form. 
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Last, our proposal would mandate consumer input in the design, 
implem,entation, and evaluation of the system. 

Thig proposal was endorsed by the GO students at the OE-funded 
Secor^ Student Commissioner Conference on Financial Aid. 

Other questions that we have"iabo\it the administration's propos- 
al concern the role of States and where supplemental forms fit in 
the system 

The other major part of the administration proposal is to develop 
a single needs-analysis system to replace the two major ones we 
have now— the basic grant family contribution schedule and tjiic 
uniform methodology. 

These two systems are developed in different ways. The Basic 
Grant family contribution schedule is promulgated ^iach year by 
IIEW, submitted to Congress by July 1, and takes effect automati- 
cally unless it is disapproved by either the House or the Senate. 

With the uniform methodology, CSS and ACT, both make certain 
revisions each year in the formula. Any differences they have in 
the specific revisions are revSolved by a group^(!9lled the Coalition 
for Coordination of Student Aid, an unofficial voluntary group with 
representatives of financial aid administrators. State scholarship 
programs, financial aid processing services, college admission coun- 
selors, the colleges themselves, and students, Tlyj^'TWktrtron is basi- 
cally a continuation of the Koppel Task Fotxe. on student aid 
problems. ( 

While the idea of one needs-analysis formula is somewhat ap- 
pealing, again here many questions remain. There are differences, 
as Lois pointed out, between the outcomes derived from the FCS 
and the uniform methodology. 

Traditionally, the BEOG system has been more stringent than 
the UM, producing higher expected family contributions and there- 
f<5re lower need. With the passage of MISAA the reverse is now 
true, particularly at higher incomes. 

There are also questions as to whether the two systems sei^e the 
same functions. The BEOG family contribution schedule is more of 
an eligibility system determining the student's right to ^ national 
formula driven program. The uniform methodology is supposed to 
be a more sensitive analysis of financial need of the (amif^. 

What is clear is that both systems are not the scientific, precise 
financial measurements that they purport to be, but rather* both 
systems pre political, rationing systems that determine who is eligi- 
ble to compete for inadequate student aid dollars. 

It is really hard to fully respond to the proposal Without seeing 
what, the new formula uiay be. This formula and its derived meas- 
ure of family contributions is of th^ utmost importance for it 
determines need -Who gets money atid who doesn't. 

We would recommend that rather than entrusting HEW with 
jdetgj'mining this all on their own, that the Congi-ess authorize a 
Commission ^on Needs Aiialysis- The Commission which would be 
composed of students, aid officers, State grant representatives, rep- 
resentt^tives from the private processors, and college admission ^ 
counselors, would bo charged with devising the needs am^4ysis sys- 
tem whicli would then be subject to congressional review before it 
takes effect. . ' 

3t)0 : - • 



Such a system insures that the financial aid community includ- 
ing students tiave real input into the system and are not just 
consulted . by HEW. It also brings the whole system under public 
scrutiny by the congressional review. From our reading of the 
language the administration submitted, it seems to us their propos- 

RntrrQQ ^''^T^^X '^''^''^n '^^^'^^"^ involvement in the system, 
both CSS and ACl, as well, as the coalition, involve students in ' 
lairlv detailed manners in the determination of their system This 
involvement which was strongly endorsed by the Keppcl Task 
I'6rce. would be lost if the administration's suggestion becomes law 

A so. the language in the bill sent to you seems to seriously 
weakt-n the congressional review process. I suggest a careful read- 
ing of, the language in section 494(a){2) in the administration's 
proposed legislation. 

I will close here and thank you for the opportunity to speak and 
be happy to«answer any questions laterr 

Mr. Ford. Thank you. 

Ken? 

STATKMKNT OF KENNETH R. KEEHER. NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF STATE CRANT I>R0(;RAMS 
Mr. Rkkhkr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you and the 
committee for inviting our association. I do not have a prepared. 

'^w /"^^'■•ftf.^^ in'principally five areas, the multiple-data 
ent. y which wo Relieve has been working well; the common form, 
01 single form, we have an interest in that. The proposals for the 
single-need analysis and the impact that a single mandated need 
analysis might have on requirements for State dollars, we are 
certainly interested m this; the State Students' Incentive Grants 
progiam. and I guess, over all, the partnership of, the Federal 
oSdent aid fe^overnmont, and the institutions in the delivery 

We have been looking at that as a three-way partnership. Wo 
have had trouble.m my opinion, having the U.S. office understand 
twii- r"""!'^ tlian just the Federal dollars and the 

im!k!STn^^ P'"T''^' ^ thinking it reallv needs to be 
W«m1. I ^ four-way partnership, the students included. 

l^C^^A ^'^ P°^"*^^ "^t. the MISAA program really 

going down the dram pretty much. , and I am thinking that this is 
true {particularly in the loan program. 

There are many student benefits that will be wilhdrawh if the 
administration s proposal carries through 

.Looking particularly at the SSIG, our association recommended 
Sa . wir^ the SSiawas not with this committee, but ^ 
lathei with the Appropriations Committee. You legislated inanv • 

•imMmn%!'? '^^'^^^T'^}^^^ initial year, gfowfng tJ $2o5 
mil ion after 4 years. Wo haven't hit the $100 million level as yet 

nr-nn, !.*; """l^^"*^.^?!" ^''^^ Consistently failed to recommend an ap- 
iCK In"' 7\ ^^''^^ '''""^^ encourage the Appropriations Com- 
mittees to meet the program that your committee, this particular 

^Mho VI "^"'^^fK q!,/^^ '^'"^ think that is oiH>.re' s^n ' 

tor the {allure ol the SSIG to grow, ^ 
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Wo had proposed that the SSIG be tied to the BEOG program 
with funding equal to 10 percent of the basic grant program, so 
that the Appropriations Committee would have to pick up the 
philosophy of this committee in developing the SSIG. 

We firtid here that thv proposal that our association made to 
change the fund allocation formula to make it more equitable for 
the States, that has been overlooked. The new maximum we re- 
quested has been overlooked, and the problem that we are having 
with all nonprofits has not been addressed in the administration. 

The last two pages of. the USOE statement, at least the one I 
have, covers the SSIG. That was not covered in the verbal part. It 
is very difficult for me to understand how the proposal of 100 
percent matching of new State money the first year, dropping to 80 
percent of the total State funds the second year, GO, 40, and 20, will 
do anything under the SSIG. The USOE statement indicates that 
the States which are overmatched need encouragement to appro- 
priate new State funds. I don''t see the proposal as providing .en- 
couragement. 

For exampk, if I might use the Stale of Pennsylvania, we are 
overmatched $10 million. We have roughly $70 million Slate funds 
in the pot and receive $;] million Federal. If we don't put any new 
Stale mone^ in. but we get 80 percent of the State money, and then 
1)0, and 40. even at the 20 percent level the fifth year, 20 percent of 
$70 million jn State funds^ exceeds many times the $3 million 
Federal funds that wcp now get out of SSIG. So we could quit 
providing new State funds and there would be no penalty, and 
there certainly ijs' no ince;itive' when you put up $100 in State 
money the first year and it is matched, and the second, third, and 
fourth year that the student is in school; you have to carry him 
more and more by yourself by S^^ite funds. 

So we think that the administration's SSIG proposal needs to be 
looked over quite closely. 

We are looking at a program now where many of the new States 
are just getting by; they are just barely drawing down their SSIG. 

That is under a progi*am where once they have growth they 
always have, match, but under the pVaposal the second year the 
match woulcKdrop to 80 percent, 00 percelnt, and J don't think it' 
takes a very experienced person to Jook 4 years down the road or 5 
years down the road and see that that program, once you get into 
it, is going to be all State dollars. 

.. We would recommevid, Mr. Chairman, that the committee give 
. serious consideration, hot to the proposal of the administration, but 
. to the 'request that our' association has niad6 in the, area of the 

SSIG . . . 

Thank you. 

Mr. Fouu. Thank you, ... ^ 

Miss White^ " ' 
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STATEMENT OF CONSTANCE L. WHITE. DIRECTOR UNDER- 
GRADUATE FINANCIAL AID AND COORDINATOR OF UNIVER- 
SITY FINANCIAL AID. YALE UNIVERSITY. NEW HAVEN 
(X)NN,. ACC0MPANII.;D by DALLAS MARTIN. EXECUTIVE DI- 
RECTOR. NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STUDENT FINAN(MAl 
AID ADMINISTRATORS 

Ms. White. Thank vou. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee. 1 am Con- 
stance L. White, director ofrundcrgraduate financial aid and coordi- 
nator of university financial aid at Yale University. 

I currently serve as chairman of the Uniform Methodolofry Sub- 
commUtee of the Coalition for the Coordinatiqn of Student Finan- 
cial Aid. and .as director of the Commission on Management and 
A(llm^llstrat.lon ^of Programs for the National Association of Stu- 
<fimt f inancial A(^ministrators. 

I wish. to thank you for the opportunity to appear before the 
subcommittee today and to biuefiy comment on the administra- 
tions proposals iDr amendments to the Higher Education Act df 
lybo. -a 

My comment-s today will be limited to the administration's rec- 
ommendations on a legislatively mandated single application form 
single need analysis system, and changes in existing fund alloca- 
.tion systems. 

A complete analy^s and a formal statement on the administra- 
tions reauthorization proposals will be submitted to the subcom- 
mittee by Dr. Dallas Martin, our executive director, when he testi- 
fies betore the subcommittee next week. 

Dr. Martin is with me this morning to assist me in responding to 
any questions which you might have. ^ e. 

The administration' has proposed that the Congress legislatively 
mandate the use of a single form by which a student may apply for 
all federal need-based student aid programs. Further, the Federal 
Goverjiment. not the student, is to pay the processing costs of this 
new mandated form. 

• While our association has always endorsed the concept of simpli- 
lymg the application process for students and parents, the develop- 
nient of the lorm and its contents have been seriously debated 
throughout the hnancial aid community for several years 

Ihe primary reason for this debate is that institutions differ 
substantia ly in the programs they adminster, and each of these 
programs has differing eligibility criteria which necessitate^ collec- 
tion of different data to determine which applicants should be 
awarded which type of funds. ' 

Therefore, it is very diffieult to. develop a single application form 
to meet the needs of all institutions and all students who wish to 
apply for more than one Federal. State, or institutional program 

Kepresentatives from our association have worked very closely 
with the Bureau of Student Financial Assistance during the last 
year m an attempt to develop a single application form to be 
I'cR^a'on'^ through the multiple data entry processing system in 
the 1979-80 processing year. 

While it is true that some institutions will be able to utilize this 
new single application form without requiring additional supple- 
ments or separate institutional applications, a recent survey con-' 
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ducted by NASKAA showed that IT) percent of our member institu- 
tions would not be able to use the OE simphfied form without 
additional information.. 

1 would hke to request that a summary of the NASFAA" survey 
and that of the American Assocrat^ion of Collegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers an(;l the survl^y by the National Association of 
C'ollege Admissions Counselors be entered into the record so that 
the members of the subcommittee may review these findings. 

We support the administration s recommendation that costs of 
processing student applications for Federal student aid be borne by 
the Federal Government, not the, student We would hastpn to 
point out, however, that the private need analysis services which 
perform the evaluations of these documents a)so provide many, 
other supporting services. ^ ' 

If the Federal Government is going tQ pay only for the direct 
processing costs associated with these .services, then other activities 
such as ongoing review, analysis and refinement of existing proce- 
dures, training and communication and research would be lost. 

Therefore, if the Federal GoveruTnent plans to pay for the proc- 
essing of Federal student aid application forms, We would hope the 
pricing and reimbursement to these nonprofit processors would be 
suTficient to sustain these other needed serviires. 

The administration is also seeking statutory authority to develop 
and implement a single need analysis system for all Federal need- 
based student assistance programs- 

In my previous testimony I expressed NASFAA's concern that 
while the Middle Income Student Assitan(;e Act had brought the 
results under the Basic Grant program closer to the results under 
the uniform methodology for families with infcomes below the 
$2r),()()0 income level, the contributions above this^ level of income 
still differ substantially. 

Thus, NASFAA would endorse the development of a single neeu 
analysis system that would measure the student's and his or her 
family s ability to pay for a post.secondary education! 

However, this system should be separate and apart from methods 
of determining a student's eligibility for specific programs. In other 
words, a single system should be used to determine the student's 
need, but the amount of this need should not artifically be limited 
by program eligibility requirements or limited appropriations. 

We also feel that the current method of developing, reviewing, 
and updating the need analysis system is preferable to the model 
wliich the administration has proposed in its legislation, 

Currently the proposed changes to the uniform methodology 
come from discussions among representatives of institutions, stu- 
dents, State agency personnel, the national need analysis services, 
and the Office of Education. 

These recommended changes arp then circulated in advance of^ 
their adoption to members of the financial aid community and 
reviewed in regional and national meetings. 

The administration's proposal, on the other hand, would substi- 
tute a procedure for development and review that would only 
provide the community with the opportunity to react in a short 
lime frame rather than to ^participate on a broader scale in the 
development of the system. 1 
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Thus this procedure could potentially limit input to thq adminis- 
tration and any advisory body unless mechanisms were developed 
lor wider discussion and input. 

Last, we would discuss the funding proposal to allow institutions , 
to carry forward up to. 5 percent of their SEOG and CWS funds 
Irom one funding year to the next. While we would preferAhat tliis 
amount bo 10 percent rather than 5 percent. We are pldised that 
the administration recognizes the importance of this issue and is in 
agreement that such Hexibility will enhance the management of 
the programs and better serve needy student^. 

We know, however, that in the areh of fund allocations, the 
admmistration s proposal would eliminate the existing State allot- 
ment formulas in their new basic loan program. Wliile this may be 
necessary, such a change may cause mjyor dislocations of need- 
based loan funds from one State to another/ Perhaps a representa- 
tive from the Office of Education' could address this issue lat-or in 
the hearing". » 

Again. Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me to respond to 
these proposals, and I look forwaini to addressing other issues that 
you and th'e subcommittee or the members of the panel may have 
later in these hearings 

Mr. T'ORD. Thank you ' 
We have a vote on the floor on. the Department of Energy 
We will recess briefly for this vote ami come back and then first 
ask the administration representatives to respond to the criticisms 
suggested this morning, and then have Questions from the con^mit- 

[A brief recess was taken.] | ' 

Mr. Ford The subcommittee will resume its hearing. 
Mr, Jeffords has a body thai is needed in another place so we 
wtli let him proceed with his questions first. 
Mr. Jf.ffords. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I appreciate that very much. 

I would like to start off- with a- rather broad philosophical ques- 
(lon primarily directed to the administration. 

To give a little background to the question first, this is an area 
that I have been somewhat familiar with over the years fn the late 
!.)()() s and early 1970's, the majority of the States changed the age 
of majority from 21 down to the age of 18. 

It does not seem to me that we have reacted to that change in 
these areas ]n other words, the legal liability of a famHy to sup- 
port a child ended at that i){q;ticular time, and there is no obliga- ■ 
tion on the part of Tainilies to support their kids after the? age of m 

Notwithstanding that, the approach to funding higher education \ 
has gone along with. the presumption that the family hVs kn obliga- / 
tion to support. , V 

It seems to me this has raised serious legal questions, and some 
serious policy questions. 

The last check I made, this question had not been raised to the 
bupreme Court; however in the interim it might have. I am not 
sure. It also raises an important policy question where we seem to 
penalize those families that \/ant to help their children by provid- 
ing tiieni with [u^ixd'i to attend school 
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We reward the family that takes advantage of the /indepondent 
stydents assistance provisions by encouraging their c|)lld to t^ike an 
apartment down the street and apply for aid as/ an independeot. 
However, there is no reward for the family that i^ loyal and follows 
tradition, has saved several thousand dollars for [education of their 
children, but must still take a mortgage on- their home and suffer 
the burden with very litte help. • ' 

Now there is a tendency insofar as the independent students 
assistance provisions to put the bead on those people to prov^e they, 
aps really independent. Again this is counter to the law that a 
child is no longer a child, but at 18 is an adult and there is no 

obligation. ^ . , , . 

I wonder w^at. if Anything, the administration has done to react 
to this change in 'the legal status of our young people at ago 18. 
What are they' doing to^ perhaps reward the families that are 
willing to sustain an obligation beyond their legal obligations?,^ 

Mr. VoiGT. Mr, Jeffords, the basic philosoohy of all of these nced- 
ba.sed student financial aid programs that the"parent« are responsi- 
ble .for paying for the education of the children, and that the 
Federal Government should hot. step' in -unless resources from the 
family are insufficient or not available. . 

Mr. Jeffords. What legal basis is there for that? 

Mr, VoiCT. 1 think it is contained in the basic' philosophy of the 
legisla^jon that authorizes these programs. The fact is that we do 
look, at the resources of the fanjily first, and I think the theorj^ i^ 
valid, that Congress, in authorizing certain funding mechanisni\ 
and certain funding progrl-ams, can indeed establish requirements 
foi- how and to whom those funds should be distributed. 

Quite clearly, the question of ii\depcndeni students is one that 
not - only tjie Fp,deral Government but the whole student financiaj 
aid community has been wrestling with for years, I think since the 
beginning of need-based student financial aid, and is one of the 
thorniest problems that does exist. 

On the one hand, we want to maintain the hasic philsophy ol 
need-based programs; that is. looking at the resources of the family 
and. on the other, you want to assure that those that cannot get 
support jrom the family, where the resources are not there, can 
indeed get assistance to further their education. 

We have had a series of .tbrQe tests for the independence ot 
stildents which basically are based on whether the student is 
claimed as a dependent on the parentis' income tax return; whether 
that student lives at home, and how much support the student gets 
from the family. 

Obviously, ip6 only one of those three tests that is in any way 
verifiable is t4ie student being claimed on the income tax -refund 

We did some serious thinking about that and came to the conclu- 
sion that we should change the test to strengthen the idea thai 
families arc responsible, so that if a' student 22 or younger, that 
student would be automatically dependent. 

In other words, we would look to the fayiily. unless that student 
is mari'ied or has dejpendents taf his own, or and I think this is 
equally importanl. if the, financiaNnd officer \n direct contact with 
the student finds thai this studfent i^-indeed not a dependent mem- 
ber of the fajnilv.,.Our lawyers^ have indicated that we can legally 
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put in an age clause into the dependent student test and maintain 
or strengthen the philosophy of the need-based program 

You really have almost no other option, unless you completely 
alter the Imancmg oi postsecondai^y education away from need- 
based programs. 

It's conceivable that eventually sufficient resources at the Feder- 
al, btate. or local levels will be made available, so that all postsec- 
ondary education is free so you don't have to go through these 
kinds ot things, but those kinds of resollrces Would bo massive 

Mr. JEFFOitDS. I understand that. 

Mr. Ford. Would you yield to me at that point? 

Mr. Jeffords. Yes. 

Mr. FoKO. Peter I cannot quarrel with your explahation of the 
philosophy of the family contribution assumption, except that you 
don t go (ar enough. ^ . 

The real truth is that we are going back to the thinking of 1965 
We were m the middle of passing poverty legislatfon and the 
blementary and Secondary Act that used low income as a way to 
arbitrarily ration limited dollars. lit the process we were hoping 
that we would shoot them at a target where they would do the 
most good. 

These programs came in originrf^ly with the eligibility in such" 
low-income families that the family contribution factor was just a' 
rationing device. It really rationed out middle-income aird upper- 
income lamihes by saying if you have money or resources We are 
not interested in getting to your kid at this point. 

Now, over the years, we have expanded the clientele into higher 
income levels, so that we are no longer struggling down at'the very 
bottom of the income level arxd the family contribution assumption 
or the assumption of the family obligation nqw is a very- heavily 
operating factor, a nd^ produces a very unusual result that we allevi- 
„,ated to some degree with MISAA. 

r* ' A^To;*^i'*^ frustration that brought us tax credits arid sup- 
port lor MISAA as an alternative, because people were presumed 
to be able to make those substantiar contributions to education 
who, in fact, couldn t pay next month's light bill. 

That 18 what we have tried to relieve piece by piece, but if your 
awyers over there are still operating with what we said in 1965 
they have missed the point, and I don't quarrel with the, fact that- 
we legally can qut off these programs by age. ' 

I realize what Joel is suggesting about age discrimination. We 
can do that. We cut off the social security by age in the other 
direction, but I am -afraid that there is more tjian coincidence 
involved in you arbitrarily saying that below 28, \iou can't be an 
independent student. ' ^ 

What you are really doink is trying by indirect means what you 
tried to do in cutting off the student on social security, because the 
rationale presented when that crazy idea was Hoated, was that 
these , kids on social security:, the orphans, had all 'these other new 
progi-ams- we.had passed available to them^and they didn't need to 
continue the^r share'to the monthly soci'hl security payment: 

Uie Congress just exj^loded with indignation over that suggestion 
and, unlortunately, your propospl to use 23 produces for' those 
people ejcactly the same result. ^ ' r 
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You are going through the back do^r to screen out people ^hat 
you couldn't screen out through the ffont door and, in additioii to 
that, you really wipe out the progress /that we have made in recent 
years in recogni/jng just what Congiiessman Jeffoids said, that in 
my State you are legally an adult at age 18 and you are liable for 
any kind of an obligation that you incur. 

Up until 10 years ago, if you were 18 and you incurred Vesponsi- 
bilities for most of the things that young people are signing up for, 
you had to have a parent or an adult cosign, because it was very 
questionable whether anybody could rdcover that det;t from you 
unless they could show it was an absolute necessity. 

Then there was a real question with respect to a debt incurred 
for higher education, a real serious question, as to whether or not 
an 18 year-old signing a note in many of the States could be held to 
account m a court of law, because the question still remained as to 
whether or not higher education was a necessity within the mean- 
ing of these ancient statutes that protect children against making 
Contracts except for necessity. 

Getting food w^is all right. Running up a bar bill was not all 
right. Buying an automobile, even if it was a kid who was working 
as a carpenter 50 miles from home, was never recognized in the 
home of the automobile, Michigan, as a necessity. 

But that has all changed and yet you are now trying to justify 
the philosophy of where the administration is coming froni on* 
where we were in 19()r) and it has got some political problems as 
well as practical problems. 

Mr. VoiGT. May I respond to that? 

Mr. FoHo. Yes. ' 

Mr. V^oiOT. 1 don't think, Mr. Chairman, that our proposal in any 
way negates the major step that we have taken with passage and 
implementation of MISAA. 

It really revolves around the question of whether you look to the 
parents or whether you look to the students own resources or to 
the total fan)ily on determining how much money a student gets. 

We clearly have liberalized eligibility for all students in post^^ec- 
ondary education. * * 

If we look to the family of a dependent student who is edible, 
that student would still get an'award. It's just that we are liking 
at. the family unit rather than iVaking it relatively eas^ not to 
claim the student as a depeildent Xhi an income /ax return and 
subsequently in many cases get a full fide, even if the family is 
beyond the eligibility range undc^v Xhe current provisions of 
MISAA. ^ • ^ • . ' " ^ V 

'That was our primary thought in coming up with this proposal. 
Mr; FoKD. You are looking* for g cheap, easy way . to get around 
the probletii of fightjttg with vis year after 'y'^a^ over what is an 
indepemlent student'. \ * ^: . . ; \ • \ / 

^You >\nped- oa>thie xiisciission and contest that Im-Ji^een going on 
beiw^eu-4.his> committee and the Office of lid ucatjort-^^ver since^ 
15)72, l lielieve. . . - ' . ^ / \ 

Clt?arly^ ih'l97(V=wtr focused on it then and fought k liack< and 
forth, ^and evory^yeixr >we go througlvit v;itb thc/an^ily conttH^ion 
schedules, which I ir^ust observe^ foi; the^ recOjd was 'due here on 
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July I, and we are toid it's some place m Washington' on its way 
toward the Congress, but we don't have it yet. 
Do(}a anybody out there know what it is? 

Theoretically, we are going to be examining that after it gets 
here, and .1 assume it will be delivered promptly after we adjourn 
at the end of next week, and then during August while- my commit- 
tee, is scattered aH over (.he place taking tare of important commit- 
ments they have made,, we will be considering what to do with that 
- family contribution schedule. 

The track record of your department, for as long as we have been 
deulmg with this issue, has been abysmal, and there is a mind sot 
Over there that says that th.e Congress is always t6o generous witii 
these mdependent students and: you keep trying to find ways to 
liead us off and, I submit, that your 23-year-old cutoff is nothing 
more thaij a quick <jasy way to avoid the argu(iient, below that age ' 

I hat has always beeh a problem for us; how do you clearly 
establish that somebody is in fac( independent? 

Mr. VoiGT. That is exactly it. 

lyir. Fouo. This old-fashioned idea that i[ 22-year-old has open 
sesame access to the family jewels and the family treasure it^ 
nonsense in today's society, and particulm-ly when you rcn;ogni«>' 
that we have at that age, you would be screening out people with 
dependents, in effect, of their own. ^ 

Mr Voior. No; we would not, ' . 

Mr. Ford. We are still fighting that argument with you, because 
«ve made a mistake m what thought we were doing with the 
independent student and the dependent who^iij udder 23. ' 

The indejiendent student in a sensc/tliat she is the wife of 
somebody that would otherwise qualify/hjiy to qualify the same as 
il her husband were her father: 7 

Mr.'-yoKJT. Mr. Chairman, let trie respond to that one thing 
r^s under the impression thfrt, and I guess it has- nbt gotten 
liere, yet, that the family cointribution schedules were sent last 
we<)k, bef(5ie Mr. Bohen's testimony. 
Mr/'Fout). 'Vhey were sent someplace. 
Mr. Packer. The mail is slow in this town. , . 
Mr VoiGT. Second, there are really two questions, as you know 
on mdependent students. 

One is, how do you define them and, second, one of the most 
sticky j)Omts is how do you treat Ihem once you dcfinj? them as 
mdependent? / , 

As you know,-in any of these discussions on the famify contribu- 
tion .schedu es, particularly given the size of the basic grant pro- - 
gram and the number of people involved in it, a minor change in 
taxation rates has some very, very significant budgetary impacts, 
and in the jiast we have been, constrained on thi bVlffet side on 
making' changes. ■ - ' . . \ 

. You will be plea.sed to know, however; that one- of t-he changes 
that IS proposed m our family contributioij schedules does chfinge 
the tax ratej}n income Uie treatment of indep(?nd^>nt students with 
dependents. I will be sureao get you a copy before t|ie n??xt heaVin'g 
■''"i,)^'? cliscuas it in greater detail at that point. 
Mr hoiti). Well,-, if sometriing has been sent up and is in the 
process someplace, k»uld we 'bavS' a copy? , ' - 
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Mr. VoiGHT. I will make sure you get'a copy. 

Mr. FouD. I am surprised, Joel., that you haven't obtained this. 
- Mr. Packer. It must have slipped by me. , 

■I think the other thing that the administration would have to . 
.show is that there is a m?^or problem with the-, large percentage of 
under '22-year-olds becoming independent. ^ , 

One study we saw a couple of years ago shOwed only 4 or .) 
percent of the 18- to 22-year-old age gfmip Were independent. 

The large maforjty of independent students are older students 
Who Would be independent by any stretch of the imagination. We 
are not talking about a rampant. problem of families saying to their 
children, ^ve won't claim you this year, go out and become inde- 
pendent;. - , • 1 • 

It's a relatively small portion of that age group that is becoming 
independent, and from this study- and we can submit some mate- 
rial for the record- it showed that a survey was done of their 
actual palatal income,- and the parental income was relatively low 
also, so it's again not a case of rich people taking advantage ol the 

^■^It?s"^a situation of families who can't afford to support their 
children, who, as we say. don't have any legal responsibility to 
after they are 18 and these people become independent. 

I would wager that a large number of them woujd ijbt be able to 
get income information from their parenty, .because they have no 
relationship, some of them, with their parents anymore and would 
not only; lose their money as an independent student but they 
= would no longer be able to become eligible as a dependent student 
because they couldn't get their form filled out. , .i- v 

Mr. Jeffords. It seems to me if you say there is a legal obliga- 
tion of parents to provide education, and -that is an endorsible 
obligation by Federal law, then it ought to be uniform and that 
every parent ought to be required to provide, and if they don t 
there ou^ht to be an obligation of Government to collect back what 
they give to the independent student in BEOG, or whatever, if 
there are family resources there, if you are going to. be fair on 

policy. , , J i 

It's the millionaire who kicks his kid out arrd he goes and gets a 
' fiEOG. and a middle-income family why goes out and mortgages 

the house and ends up paying the education. - 
If YOU can create a l?gal obligation, then it ought to be umlorm. 

If you don't have that power, then I don't see^ the fairness, or at 

least we ought to reward those families that do help their students 

' °^Mr. VoiGT. The uniformity is there at the moment, by and large. 
Mr, JktVokds. It's the by and large that bothers me. - 
Mr. VoiGT. This is a problem we are trying to address with that^ 

new definition. . ' ' ' 

Clearly, the caye^ that Joel illustrates will exist, and 'we are 

providing authority at the campus fevel for a waiver of a family 

contribution i'pr a student who is below that age and cannot for one 
' reason or another come up with the necessary information. 

/Mr. Jkffokus. I can't see the ag0- discrimination, because legally 

there i§ no difference whether you are 18 or 23. 
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'• l^^^ Jf^^^''^- i^^^'-" ^'^y program^ are b\t up, {'lint is exacUv 

.nght.-^think. . V. 

The point, too, thai. I wouW again like to stress is that if we look 
to the famijy and that family, und£«a3ieT?ystem that we estahlish 
for determining ehgibUit^ is eligible, that student will get his 
, award. It s the j^nffi^^that HrMs beyond the eligibility limit that we 
are conoerfied about 

Mr. FoKo. But' he gels an award based on the assumption that 
the famtly IS going to make ^the famil^y" contribution, and that is a 
fallacious assumption iMt's an independenLsiudent 

Mr. VoKvr. Yes, but I think Uiat is really the assumption .that 
• those programs are generally based upon. Mr. Ghairman-whether 
the student is b^low 22 or is 21 or ^0. - • 

Mr. Packek. Why 22? Why not 21, 25? *^ 

Mr. Ford. The reason we have tV-ouble defining the independent 
student where th^ is a family with a theoretical ability to help 
„^ out thefe is that it does nd(t take into account the reaiities.' 

I have u.sed many times in thi$ committee the question of what 
Iwppeiis to the yo^jngei: son wiio wants to pursue a music career 
and the lather says, ."we have always been engincQrs in this family 
or doctors, §r kHwyers^" I believe thij; is the way Secretary Califano 
^ once characterized it in this very xroom: "It's the way I treat my 
owq-son." ' . .. " 

".I tell him [ am going to pay for college. f;Ie can gp to any colleac- 
h^> wants to pick, as long as it's Holy Cro.ss." B 
* Now. that is his owp acknowledgment that that is the way it 
. rtHilly IS li you pay th*' bills, you dictate. We are living' in an age 
when younOeople make independent decisions and we ds if 
that doesn't happen. So if the feljjer goes to prison' we will give 
; hini a grant, but if the father is just a hardhead who says, "If, you 
had a g'ood job this-sumnjer as a plumber's helper you would'make. 
a lot more money^.why waste your timi^ .going 'to college?" y 

ThQ truth is there are no family retirees av^iilable,' even if t;he*- 
lamtly has got some^money in the^banPfor that i-hild. 
• 1 disagree with my colleague in assuming that tiiere b^s ever 
been any evidente that there is a substantial-number of pe^jple v^o 
conspire to become indq.pendent stud6nts; because there are so 
man.y other factors inv-olved in establishing yourself indejiendent ' 
f rom a family tJiat It is an awful big price to pay ju?^t to- get a few 
bucks from a BEOG grant. v ^. 

This is always advanced ori^way or another every time "we we 
discu,ss!ng authorization. NoviC no one has ev^'r .shown us that ihvre 
IS a substtantial amount of that kind of fraud alxd abuse. 

I have asked that question. of student ai'd peoi51e and others do 
you have even anectdotal evidence of this sort of thing happening 
with any degree ;5f^ frequency, and the ans^Ver .is,^no,- we can pick 
oyt fl few that we suspect-.^ut, that is like the welfare cheat. 

Ihe degree of abuse by people Who deliberately misrepresent ' 
iheir status in order, to receive welf^»-e payments is believed in . this 
town to be much higher. than anybody can ever prove.' 
■ '^^ ^^^.l ^l^^^v'^ho has a Cadillac is a classic example in this ^ 
coinitry. Wx) ought to be selling twice as many Cadillacs as we sell 
with the number of A.DC ret^ipients driving Cadillacs. She keeps 
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having babi<^ so she can get a new CadiUac, but nobody can ever 
give you her address or the license number on the C'adiUacs. 
^ I have had an open offer in Michigan for years; get me the name 
on that Hceiise. Everybody says it was my brother-in law who 
talked to somebody in a bar, who heard that, this hai)pened, but 
you never can find that person. W,e haye had almost the same 
experience with people constructing this ogre of the massive nunv 
ber of kids who'are^ smart enough to rip it off. 

The Agriculture Committee listens to people come in and talk 
about the students who are doing this so they can get food stamps, 
but the phenomenon is never quantified in any way by any kind of 
evidence that it really occurs and poses a threat. 

If the figure that/ Joel throws out can be verified that at the 
present time x5nly 4 percent of the students over 22 years of age 
who are Vecei\*|g gra^nts are classified as independents, then even 
if ' half of tht\Jr|y percent were fraodulent it is still a pretty small 
amount of fimur when you consider that what we really started out 
to do is buy education, and somebody might be sneaking down and 
stealing some education. ^ 

What a terrible thing to do/sneaking in and steaHng education. 

1 am still admiring the lady at Georgetown who managed to get : 
2 years of law school without ever fegistering, because how can yoil 
get mad at somebody for stealing; something like education? 

How can you in fact steal education? Are you stealing some kind 
of an opportunity*^ U/^ Tike lying about your age to get a job. ^ 

Mr. VoiOT. It's quite obvious our views in this are somewhat^ 
' different. \ 

To begin .uTth. 1 don't, tjiink we are looking at it as anybody 
i^tealing an education. 

Mr. FoHD. \ don't want to affect your loyalty quotient on your 
report card in any fashion. 

You better keep disagreeing -with me. 

Mr. Vok;t. Or we should change the subject. ^ ' 

Mr. Ford. All right. 

.Would you and Mr. Fiutts like! to* make some response to. the 
specific criticism that we have articulated here this morning? 

Mr. Durrs. On this last point, there is an important provision of 
th(.^ administration proiTo^al which automatically takes care of the 
person who is quarried or has dependents. This does 'resolve a 
problem in t.he definition of the independent student." - 

C Tbc other point, in terms of encouraging the parent involvement 
that Mr. Jeffords was concerned about syul encouraging parents to . 
pay, the ability of paVent^ to have direct access to a parent loanVs 

^ pai:t of the proposal is intended in part to provide convenience and 



became divorced because' you were 23 years of age because then 
you have no dependents, and even though you Were divOreed you 
would still be considered a dependent. ... 
' Mr, FoKi3. The interesting paradox, we first determine eligibility 
for a grant or the amount of the giant, and .you are packaging a 
s?y^stem here that you fii^t exhaust grant money arid then you go to 
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loan money and you limit the amount of money that the student 
can borrow by a determination of need. 

The determination of need takes into account a theoretical abili- 
ty ol the family to make a family contribution, and then you say 
we are going to help the family, because we recognize, although 
(hey look on paper like they oughf^to be able to do gomething they 
have no money in the bank We will give thern a parent loan to 
make up for the money that ^Ve presume they had in determining 
at the Iront the amount of the grant. 

So you, first penalise the student by redu<;ing their grants for 
nonexistent money and then -recognize the money ^'s nonexistent by 
lending money to the -parents tb make that contribution. That 
presents a whole new "dimension ito this Jfhihg that makes us look 
even more hypocritical in the eyds of farhilies out there thai do in 
(act have a desire to help but donjt have any cash" 

Mr. Bu-nrs The purpose is liquifiity. 
^ Mr FoKi). It looks like what wcj; ought to do up front is recognize 
* that they don't have the cash. I 1 

Does your proposal examine o!r take into account Father Driiv 
an s proposal to exempt the principal residence of a f^miily? 
*' Mr Voi(;t. No, it does not. Wc^ luok at' assets as assets and they 
would be covered \inder the family contribution schedules. That 
^ portion of the schedule iias not changed in, our proposal. 

Mr FoHo. ls that one of the primary ways we detejmine that an 
asset IS nonexistt>nt or untouclitsble? ' 1 
;Mr, VoicT. In terms of looking at the homo equity I 
Mr FoRO. There is a theoretical $15,000 equity m tile home- that 
IS. a home loc five or six or seven people. The theory iof the way it 
IS done now is that they can somehow turn that equity into liquid 
resom-ec-j; to use to support the education'of their children when in 
lact, that is not. possible. 1 

Mr. VoiCT. The whofe question of assets, has been one that again 
we m the student financial comnvQnity have been wrestling with 
lor years. Ckisriy there- are some serious equity questions on assets 
in particular, but there are also problems in terms of trying to 
jnake distinctions,- hetwecrn assets that are "liquid" or' "not liquid " 
- I'requently, assets are , relatively easily convertible 

There is a second portion to that debate, and that is the queslion 
of how much of an offset do you allow against total assets and what 
ra e do you expect asset«? to bo added to the lamily contribution'? 

1 think that whole equation is a very difficult one to deal with 
and I think the opinions on 'that range across the hoard. 

As you may know, the question of , assets and changing," for 
example home equity treatment is one that has very, very signifi- 
cant budgetary implications for the basic grant and" for other stu- 
dent aid prqgrams, and thaL' is, I think, one of the reasons why 
ttie^ e has always been a struggle in terms of increasing the offsets 
against those assets m terms of looking at various possibilities of 
' what c^ie does with home equity. 

AjJJ sfiid, it is really not part of our reauthorization proposal and^ 
wm^d be covered, m terms of our reauthorization proposals by the 
-i^jup and the prot^ess that develops the single need analysis sys- 
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Mr. Ford. 1 don't suppose it is fair to ask you, but we have had 
hearings which have been monitored hy your people; where we 
discussed the legislation to exempt all or part of the principal 
residence of a family or individual student in the case of an inde- 
pendent, from the list of assets. Where Father Drinari's bill has 
been forwarded to 0MB for their reaction, which obviously we are 
' not going to get. * 

Can we today justify continuing to consider all of the theoretical 
equity in a home occupied by a student or the student s family as 
an asset for the 'purpose of determining need? Does that continue 
to make sense from your point of view? 

Mr- VoiCT. Asi^I said, we did debate .Father Drinan's bill and the 
whoje question of home equity. Before the* bill came up, wc devel- 
oped the family contribution schedule systems that ^re hopefully 
wendmg their way through the process now. Our proposal at this 
time is that we continue to look at all the aSvSets> continue to 
include home equity as part of the package, and we are not endors- 
ing the legislative change in that area. 

Mr. Ford, W^^s this kind of exemption considered in the delibera- 
tion of the family contribi^tion schedule system? 

Mr. V()I(;t. It w^as debated. . 
Mr. Ford, ('an you tell^me what the rationale is of continuing it? 
How do they explain that, this asset can he used for education? 

Mr. Voi(;t The basic theory is that we try to, in a needs-analysii?, 
look at the total resources of the family. '\ 

Mr. Ford. How does this get considered like money in the bank, 
war bonds, or whatever, as a resoiirce availi\ble to be converted 
into educational funds? ' / 

Mr. VoiGT, What we are trying to do, to begin with, is to meas- 
ure relative^wealth in an allocation system among families. Tke 
. assumption,^! think, basically is that a family without assets, in- 
cfuding a home, \^ not as well off, may have higher expenses on the 
income side, than a failiily with a home and other such assets. As a 
result, the assets are included, and it is .assumed that given the 
taxation rate that we have on thfe assets, and the oyerall family 
resources and the offset against these assets, that that is a reason- 
able part of the family contribiVtipn. 

Mr. Ford. How do you explain to the divorced or widowed 
woman gomg back to school to seek resources to support the family 
now that she is the principal breadwinner that she is ineligible 
because of some $10,000, or $15,000, or $20,000 in equity in the 
house that the court awfirded to her because she n^nled a place to 
raise the children? , ..^ 

How do we exyJty^in to that person that they don't need a grant 
because they have this equity in thcT house? Do we contemplate 
that to utilize this equity, they would sell the house, and since they 
vare not going to reinveat in a new house, pay the tax on the- 
proceeds realized from the sale, 50 percent of the sale would be 
taxable presumably, and put th^t money jn the bank and move 
i'hta an ftpH^lnumt with the family? 

Mr. Va)Kn\ 1 d,on't think thai, is contemplated, nor hece55pary, Mr. 
Chairman, ^ ' ^ ^ ; ^ 

Mf; FoKD. How does this woman get money to spend Qn her 
education? v . . - 
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Mr, V()i(.;x, To begin with, the way the assets are created, at the 
motuent is that we lake total assets less dobLs against those assets, 
and (rom^ that there is an exclusion of $25,000 in the basic grants 
system. The treatment differs in -the. uniform methodology, and we 
expect (he o-percent contribution, from the remainder.- So there vs 
an automatic offset of $2r),0j)() against the net equity of the familj?. 
The a.s.<?umption is tlmt the r)-percent taxation rate is low enough' 
and takes into account— is^ actually much less below what the 
annual acceswgrowlh might be, that a family could borrow against- 
a p(irtion o{ the house or. take out a small loan against that equity 
at a ;)-pcrcent taxation rate. 

Mr. FoRo. What do you think the i-eaction would be if you 
proposed as a part of your family loan program that they could get 
a loan by pledging each year so many thousand dollars of the 
equity m their house as .security for that loan"' 

I see. heads shaking all over the pface. That sounds pretjy rough 
doesn't it? • • ' j . 

Mr. Vou-.T. There '\S no need to-do tha(,,JVIr. Chairman. ' 

-Mr. P'oRi). But if you made a proposal that in order to get the 
money, to use it. you would have to pledge part of the equity in the 
hortie. pt-ople would recognize that as being outrageous. 

Mr. Bin-rs, wouldn t do anything that onerous. 

Mr. FoHi). So instead we consider the whole thing as if they had 
(he money and that is no^. onerous. We wouldn't think of making 
them borrow the money fVbm us or pledge it to us in return for our 
loan guarantee, but we would think of considering the whole thing 
as an ass^H 

. .Some kind of adjustment has to be made in this type of thing I 
fhin(i. to gef continued support from the people who are beconimg 
.more' and more aware of what we are doing to them. 

My. Hick. We have been aware of you^ concern about 'home 
equity, and I hope' by tjie middle of next week or a little later (o 
•give 3y)u data from a study we are doing that will show the costs .of 
such a ohange and the effects on various cl^.s.se.s of studen(s within 
the student aid population. 1 thitik vou ipight find some of the 
information in this little study rather helpful. 

Mr Foun. That would be helpful to us bocalise we have talked 
aliout this (or s^uch a lorjlg time, and we arc not getting much help 
Irom anyone in terms of whether or nof is it feasible to exempt -the ■ 
entire asset, as Father Drinan would do.- Is it more practical to* 
consider something parallel with -v^-Jiat is done for senior citizens 
Cor example, m many States where up to a certain levef of total 
^ , property is considered a hQme.st.ead. If you have a 
;t'.)0.()00 ,hou.se. you' still l)ave .$2r,,000 qf f.hat considered a home- 
stead, anti ^'ou apply (he equity again.«st .thjit'; There pre a whole 
variety of ways in which you.can avoid. the fear that 0MB "has that 
'U"^,^'^'/^^ tO'^^^'st ;$-100 million morc if w.e take everybody's house 
oft the forms. - < . ' • - . 

Ms. R}CE. VVt^have a much lower cost estimate, and we shall 
share jt with you. ■ " ~ 

Ms Whitk. Within the uniform methodology, the methodology 
which will he m use this processing year for the award 
■gycle. we hav'e increased substantially the asst't protection 
allowances. They run from appfoximalcly jdst below $25,000 to 
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around $50,000, and they are age-sensitive. Thi^ is in recognition in 
some respects that perhaps we are .moving toward n homestead 
exemption, and that at those levels tlje assets are just not available 
to tax- directly. So that we are recognizing this in the methodology 
already. . 

iMr. Fouo. *We' already girve them $50,000 farm and bupmess 
assets. ' ' " ■ . 

Mr. VoiGT. I think io part the uniform methodology really is • 
catching up to the change we made in Basic Graats last year. 
^ Ms. Wtute. Except our exemption is not on. the biisiness and 
f\irm. That is treated Tirst, and then an allowance given against 
that .hlso, bat that has a different structure to it, so it is possible 
that if you 'are older and have total asset^s, excluding a formal 
business of around $40,000, these assets could be totally protected.. 

Mr FoUQ. But not if you have a $15,000 or $2Q,000 house, with 
mortgilge payments to make, that houses your family. 

Ms. WHrrK- I think you aye qaite. right; there' is a problem in this 
area, and the particular ffrpblem^ is not just a question ^of 4:he 
treatment of home equity, but the question of the value of the 
homeland the fact that* the parents are asked to provide An esti- 
mate of the market v^ilue and then, of course^ frdm that is taken . 
the unpard mortgage to determine the equity. 

' I thmk.that is tUe biggest problem. On the side ofAhe hOfnestead 
f^iemption this is what we are doing in. terms of the increases in 
the asset protection allowance. , ' 

Mr- Foun. I don't want to take too'much .of bur time with that, 
hut I. am interested, Feter, on p^ge 4* of Lbis .Rice s .pi-esentation, 
the second full paragi-aph of the^page: : ' 

The adinmustnUion u^atiHed la you last week tliat **.WJiik> the ase of fa] niiy^le 
form for (viUvnl piOKiaam clearly falls within the scope^af HHW'si administrfftive 
authority;" we recommend^ -that the Congress eunure the continuatibn ot [n] single 
form m futuro. years by mandating iLs ii^?e in tbo ^statutc^." ■ . 

y'And taken m context with 4he additional oral stat;ement made 
here this mornjng, I got the sudden feeling ypu' were, passing th^* 
buck, 'that the administration does not want to take 'the heat by 
regulation in trying to justify the single form but thinks if we pass 
'^t,^Congress will have t^iken that action, -and therefore you are just 
being dutiful soldiers ca,rrying it. put. , ^ 

V That makes me a little une^^sy. If. you are trying to get nd of a 
h6t potato because you can t solve it, I am jtiot anxious to catch itr 
What is 'your reaction to what^she suggested here, that we con- 

:linue to authorize you to work toward the'single fomn and, give you 
full power to implement it bv regulation? We do everything else by 
regulation. Why isn't that flhe,more practical way so you can be 
flexible and change the regulations? It is eajiier . to* change regula- 
tions than it is the statute. - . 

Mr.^VoiGT.^ To be^in-with, Mr. Chairman, 1 think the blisters of 
that hot potato have gone from my hands. I don't think wo can be 

' accused of n^t httn^dling that one. We -have looked dosely at our 
legisl£?tive authority to require and mandate use of the common 

^^Jorm. " 

^Vhv4l\)RU. Would you be satisfied if we just gave you that author- 
ity ratti^frth^n mandating it by statxute? • 
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Mr. Voi(;t. I think that would be exactly what we have in mind 
to begin with, Mr. Chairman 

'Mr. Ford. That is not what you suggested in your bill. Would you 
be willing to work with us to work out legislative language that 
made it clear you had no legal impediment to imposing a single 
form by regulations, but that it was not mandated and wouldn't 
become effective until you promulgated the regulations? 

Mr. V()I(;t. I think the end result of that would be what we 
intend. We don't at this point have the regulatory authority to 
matuiate the common form. What we have is authority to contract 
under multiple data entry, and we can require the multiply data 
entry process to ujye that form. We cannot regulate it because there 
are lots of institutions that don't use the multiple data entry 
process. ^ 

Mr. Foiu), As we heard before from Mr. Reeher'<5 organization, he 
pointed out that the concentration on the single form for \he 
Federal programs implies to some people that that is the only 
thing a fmancial aid officer has to deal with, and does not take into 
a(Tount the probability, and I believe Ms. Rice luis put in her 
statement, of additional forms, in any event. 

Mr. Vourr. May 1 respond to that, Mr. Chairman, the whole issue . 
on the commcm (orm? 

To begin with, admittedly multiple-data entry is a major step 
forward, plus the fact we have been able to implement somewhat of 
a common Ibrm this year is also a second major step. But the way 
'the process and the system operates now, we are still far from 
having a single form that the student completes once and gets his 
aid no matter where he goes. 

At-^ the moment, if he applies to two different institutions, and 
.they use two different need-analysis services, he still would have to 
nil out two forms with the attendant fees, and the attendant fj^es 
have been fairly high, particularly if he goes to multiple institu- 
tions, or if he wanj.s the results himself. 

We obviously recognize that utany institutions do require addi- 
tional^ irtformation to package not only their Federal award, but 
also State information, and also awards that are vScholarships' that 
have different kinds of requirements than Federal or State awards. 
And, as a result, no matter what one does in a core document, a 
very simple single form, you would' have to provide for tbe^use'of 
supplemental forms to collect that additional information for those 
. institutions that need it. ' • 

Thei^e is another part, though, to the supplemental information, 
the additional information, and that is that many schools feel that 
Ijiey need that to make a more thorough review of the student's 
financial information, to look mt^ro closely at that student s family 
backgrolind and financial background. I think, though, some of the 
steps we havb taken, like the ix'vised editi? ;n the program, like ' 
validation, which cut across all programs e^jsentially, address this 
prbblem. If a form is validated and the corrections are made, then 
theyc kinds of situations would have to be reconciled at the campus ^ 
level Therefore, it may not be necessary, particularly given the ; 
result this year of the validation system, in the future for institu- 
tions to collect thj^t additional infornu\tion or for many inS5titutions 
to collect it. It is'very necessary for the institutions. to look closely 
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at what they are collecting^and the kind of burden they are putting 
on the students and look at the whole A^ystem to try to n.inimize 
that student 9 burden. 

I think also, as Ms. Rice indicated, we fully recognizo under 
whatever system is put in place, the need for the auxiliary service, 
its training, information materials, and it is our view that, this 
system will have to provide that so the consumers and the institu- 
tions know how the system operates. . 

In addition, the question was raised on jiow the form would be 
processed. 1 think we left that up in the air because there are a 
number of options, and there are !ot^ of pros and cons. I think it is 
quite desirable to conceive of such a system using a single form 
that is. decentralized so you have information contacts at local or 
fairly lodal levels. It does not have to Be, a Centralized system only. 
So in that area, we see lots of alternatives that can be worked out, 
but we do think that the use and the permission -for us to imple- 
ment a. single form— whether it is mandated by legislation, a single 
form, or whet^ler it is permitted and encouraged by legislation— is 
an objective that we have to get to. 

Mr. Foiu). Since both the National Association of Student Finan- 
cial Aid Administrators and the Colleg'e Entrance Examination 
Board raised the question of the burden of institutional aid being 
'packaged, how much institutional aid are we talking aboflt as a 
practical matter'^ 

Ms. Kick. As y6u well know, the Federal (k>vcrnment under^ 
. BEOG"^ Will put up -this year about. $2 y2 billion, and with the|' 

'"?5^iim^^ programs roughly miother !1>1 billion. Now that- 

seeWs like an enormous amount of money, and it is. 

On the other hand, there is at least another $2 pillion out there 
that is not Federal money--^from States^ and from institutions — 
and I think none of us* can coBie up .w^ith very good estimates of 
how much there is in the private sector, Tor example Rotary clubs, 
National Merit, any number of programs Uiat are not governmen- 
tally sponsored or not I'un through educational institutions. We can 

• say^ however, there is about IVe tirties as rngch" Federal money as 
non-Federal money . ' . 

■ Still one ha^ to' look at this i^sue on an institutional basis, I 
looked at* some data; on outlay;^ of student'.grant moneys at 30 of 
the CX)FHE institutions, the Cdrtsoftium on the Financing of High- 
er Education; Admittedly, those are well-endqwed, selective institu- 
Uons and not rep?-escntative of all instit^utioxis, iyy any rneans; still 
they fall inlQ a category similar to, at least, 200-4Q0 o{her institu- 
tions ^which have sizable g^i'ant money of their oWn. The/.Federal 
grant moniey going into those institutions, tin alF but one) rfid not 
exceed 15 percent of all the granj|, money that those institutions 
were giving tQ students from their own funds— $5)3 millibn out of a 
total of %iAG rqillioh in ^ante/ 
So the concern that I have here is sinn^lar to my concern about' a 

: single form. I have devoted, as Mr. Voigt has, almost this entire 
year worVmg closely with the Office of Education to conme up with 
a common cov(S document that the College Scholarship Service, tjbie 
biggest processor will use this ye^r. We are using exactly the same" 

. core document that the Office of Education hafS worked »out, and we ' 
workedHhiij out in a voluntary way without any legislation* from 
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the U.S. ('.qngress There were periods of difficulty, admittedly, but 
w> cooperated und participated tmd brought a lot "of people into the 
system kicking and screaming, as Dalla.s, or Connie, or anybody 
elye hece can attest. We have a commoii form with a supplement 
on It to take care of the special needs of institutions, of States, and 
private dollars of aid. We have it in place. We are goini^ to use it 
this year 

. Act is the one group that is not going to be able to use the 
agreed upon core document this year because of their machine 
dilferences. They use a mark sense method, and we use a key 
punch. HO the forms have to look different. We have in existence 
this year a very noble experiment, and Twould encourage this body 
to wait and see how a cooperative effort, bloodied^ at times, but 
cooperative, is going to work. We have something in place; let's see 
how a IS going to work for a year at least. 

The thrust ,6f my testimony was to say that the single form 
doesn t really winiphfy the system, particulafly if it is only mandat- 
ed lor Federal programs, that we need an integrated approach so 
an applicant for aid can use .one form for several sources of assist^ 
an.ce, certainly, to determine eligibility the BEOG. and the campus 
based programs, and a merit scholarship and State scholarship 
program, That.should be our goal, and that is now the practice in 
at least states, • 

I don't see the need for legislation in this area. We've accom- 
plished what they are disking this body to mandate. The adminis- 
tration wants to m^e sure we continue acting jn good faith but I 
don't think that IS the case. • 

I would like to refer to one other thing that I believe Peter said 
■1 think you suggested that it hadn't been decided how thfe progt-ss- 
mg would work, and 1 would like to read fro fiv page 19 of JVIr 
C.'alifano's testimony — and again this is something HEW hasn't yet 
put into legislative language. 

-'This proposed reform" -talking about the single document and 
j^ingle afrpkcation — "is not. of course, inconsistent with the contin- 
;ued utilization and processing of this single 'application form on a 
decentralized basis by educational institutions , and intermediarY 
organizations to insure cdreful integration of falliily, institutional 
and other resources with available Federal aid." 

So rthink the administration, at. least in the testimony,' made 
some commitment to worX tcywaVd a meaningful intogranoir^ralf 
sources of aid to-.students. 

Mr Rkemkr, As a lellow public employee; which is quite different 
than colk-ge scholarship service or college board, I have Spent the 
ast several years with the Keppel task force and the coalitign, and 
1 would caution tho^ committee, if 1 niay, not to give the U.S office' 
rfny more clout than they btive. They hdve sufficient clout, or We 
wouJdnt bc talkir^g about .a single form, because it, was resisted 
strenuously. " ' . . . " . ' . . 

.i"'^tec^r^'^"^ '""^ '^"w- though, is that 30 States are working with 
tlie Lbb lorn) on an oyerJay basis. iThat is . a big improVornent In 
i enn.svlvaiuar we have gohe strijCtly to the USOE recommended 
core docQmenf and didi away with everything else, all the Qther 
data that we have been gath(ifing, ai'id I don't think anyonivknows 
wh.ether we diS-the right tJhing or not, because the forniat. the 



•t^ucMStiod cont^jnt, and so forth, on the new form have been chfiriged. 
Much of what we used to have on t)f» application form which drew 
a .finer answer has been movec^ over to ihe instructions, and \Ve 
could have some yaliditj' jiroblenv^, 

We have had to give up some Statjp policy parameters, and f. 
^think v^.e'have gone about as ffrr as we cap go safely in a ye^r^y short 
period of time. ' , ' ■ 

.This is .truD jiot just in Penin^^ylva^ia^ It is true with,, the othet 30 
Sttatea, and I believe the institution^; iave -a ' Little slower to r^act 
'JhftA the St^ites'iare in this area becftilise they have, different de- 
ma^d^-. p^ey lmv<? 4jft*e sujpply their money. 

Y<Ju know it is not just the; C^jnmonwefilth or Uncle Sam; there " 
«are . different co.r\fetituerrts* invojyed. and the colleges have to tfest 
the waters. And 1 tliink' if the thing is left alone, without Federal 
legislation, that ther^ is B natural movement toward a reduction in 

^ jyiy st^ff is meeting today with a group of financiaraid officers to 
determine' whether there should be a common fornvin P^jrinsylva- 
ntk to gather. the data that the collies need that we have now 
decided we don't need as a State agency, and it is difficult to say 
how tliat will come out. We have had 10 institutions say, we are 
going^with you solely, we don't need anything else, we don't even 
want a paf)er; but tjjrmt is 10 out of riiaybe 200 or so. I think the 
movement toward a .single form is there. 1 would give the U.S. 
office a lot"of credit for moving the private sector towards ft reduc- 
tion in whaUthey are ^thering/ 

And this all started .prior to/tlic Kepp^l task' force'. In faQ,t,^Tom 
Butts, I t^iink; organized the/hrst meeting out in Chicago before 
the Keppel taJ5k fx)rce was evrn set up, and there has been a lot of 
movement in this direction, mjxi I think^'it would be foolish at this 
time to legislate anything more than what thtfU^S. office currently 
has. Ti|py have 'a lot of clout. ^ 

Mr: rouD. How does your legislative. proposal take care of paying'' 
the fees? - ^ ' / , 

Mr. VoicT- It would be done, Mr. Chairman,-through a regular 
line item appropriation, as we^have now a^ part- of the basic grant 
processing system. There, is an administrative set-aside or adminis- 
trative cost portion of oUr budget Which would inc^lude the dost of 
processing and similar'services. ' - , / ^ ~ 

We think at the moment given what we are paying now for 
basic grants processing under multiple-dafa ontry, with compcvti- 
tively let, negotiated; even decentralized contracte, that the total 
. cost would not exceed, what 'we are paying at the moment in any 
sul>6tantial way. . ^ ^ ' . 

Mr. Ford. We haven't had mueh luck with a separate Jiuthoriza- 
tion.up until now getting appropriations because it mentioned 
payments to institutions. ► , ^ * \ # ' , ^ ^ . 

Mr. VoiGT. ItSs a separate item, JVIr\Chai^vman, and we have not 
had any difficulties 'in gettiii^the appropriations for operating the 
program. That \^ a line in the categMips, and this budget item 
would be included in it- , ; \ 

Mr. Fonp. It would be a line iteni ij^oui' appi'opriation that you 
would then pass out? . ' : / . ■ . - ' ,^ 
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Mr, Voicr Yes, sir, It is now with the.f^dminigti-atlve co,?t allow- 
ance, part of the totjil Btisic Grants puocessiiig system, just a sub- 
part, and .we estimate what we need for stildervt cost and add on 
tho^adrmmstrative cost, which is a'lso done, and we have never had 
senous dffficulty irl getting an apprcipriation for operatingahat 
program. 7. hey are clos^ily scrutinized, obviously. . . " ' - 

, v/^^- K'CBl. If I could remind -the Chairman, the Office of Educa- 

. tien no^5!^OElly Days the costs for proce8sii>g the form. I didn't nwm\ 
to sound like tlie ogre by suggesting that some^-people- at least, can 
allQrd to pay a fee and, should, but I just hope if this is li feind 

> Ime Item Ipr alL ^he campys-based progralVis, tod' tfiis committee 
and. the Congress should decide to go xh that direction,, that you 
will certamly.h&ye to either -create and support all of the services 
-tha^t a procesajng-fetf does not nbw'pay for. The college board' srfid 
your orgamzatlon-, Ken, have Vd-tb go through long, protracted 

- nfegotjations for a processing contract, and 1 assure ys)u that those 
contracts do not support any of^he research, do not support aW'of 
t^he traming, do . not support any of the ^information give stu- 
don|s, and all -the myriad of other activities I and others- have 
mentioned. • " , 

If w(i would find a way to assure that those kinds of needed 
activities would go into processing contract, I wotild(be<*deHghte-d 
J.wou d sti 1 raise the Question, as earlier. Whether peojrfe, partita- 
larly thos^) deemed meligible for student. jjid .should have the gov- 
ernment pay for their application. 

Mr. Packeu. I have to disagree partly With Lois' suggestion in 
terms ,of paying for the cost, that maybe wo should only pay -for 
those people who are needy. What- that seems to suggest to rne is 
we set up a needs-analysis syaterti to determine if someone is needy 
enough to have their fee paid for and have the needs-analysis 
performed to see if they get -money from the Federal Government. 
U seems complicated and seeriis to me to say that it is absurd to 
require people to pay^private cotppanies to determine if they are 
eligible for Government funds. 1/afii nOt aware of any other Gov- 
ernment program from welfare ir' medicaid or food stamps, where 
tlie Xjroycrnment requiretj someone to pay .a private organization for 
the- organization to tell them if they are needy enough 4'or the ' 
Government, to give them mdhey. 

It is partly, yes. but it is more of a psychological and philosophi- 
cal question that it.doe?n t make any jsensfe for students to have to 
pay pnvatji agencies to tell-thein if they are needy or not; No one 
, seems to have ever understood vvhy it is being done that v/ay, and 
we strongly agree with the Office of'Kducation ih-this case that the 
Government should pay all the fees; and ;ye' also agree with Lois 
that those fees that are paid sshould include cost to cover the other 
real uni-jortant activities— publication^, research, training activi- 
ties- ^^ich are vital to an integrated system. / . , . 

I think It IS important to look aL the whole thing, not just a 
formula or a pointing and outfit document, but it is a complicated " 
system and involves a lot of different parties and different activi- 
ties, and they need to be maintained and expanded, really. It will 
be complicated to do. ' . ^ 

'^^^ n/L^^^ "° bureaucratic monster in mind, Joel.- We give, 
away $27J,000 in test lee waivers, and the,, high school couiisellors 



couB^'^posJbly identify phose in tieed of. waivers for student aid 
''a^yjj^Vtiony jufiil as^they identify thoi^e to fesrt, waivers/ 
'Mi\ FouD.^ WouldnTit?i)e easier if we did. it like the VA and 
; otlu^r ^enCH>s and assume from the beginning that whatever is 
lieeded ^o' verify the eligibili^tj^ of a person for the award is part of 
•Hhe x.ost of running, the whole program? '-Nobpdy questions how 
' 'm.ucb>n^li'C* VA ^spqmis on verifying claims, on setting up' whatevoa ' 
/ pi*ocedifi:qs;;?,he;7 want to, Ifut evt-rybody assumes that that is a 
^ res^jionsibinty of ther^geu'cy passii^g out the money. 

Mr. pACKKR^ Wouldri't it be ea^smr to follow what I perceive to be 
the administration's direction of having this considered, whether 
they contract it out or however they do it, as a cost of running the 
piogram at the Federal level, and let them contract to privately, 
publicly, however they can best get the job di^ne, but disregard all 
of this bookkeeping about needy and unneedy and students who 
^ win and students who lose the awards? 

There is an anomaly in this* thinking that I suspect would be 
very difficult for the students to understand that I think comes 
Su?out when you make the point that you^are paying private 
agency. You are not really paying a private agency. You ate payihg 
to ofiMLhe co^lj io the Federal Government to engage t}i4t private 
agentyro perform the service for them. 

Mi- Buchanan, Are you i)a any way going to he able to assure 
- that the research ^md other activities do in fact take place and are 
fin^inced, though? 

I do thmk that is a legitimate question. 

Do* you h^^l^njlir persuasive powers are great enough with the 
Comnwttee on /tppro'iirTatidns, Chairman Natcher and company, 
that tjiey vvoul(]( see the wisdom and necessity of the^e activities? 

Mr. Voiur W,te believe, Mr. Buchanan, that we can indeed. 
i We have in fthe past had a fairly substantial aniount in our 
administrative ^budgets for training, not^jr^uning necessarily for 
bili^ic grant,s, fof pi ii\tmg of .materials, et cetera, if the system were 
expauded as envision it can be expanded. 

Mr Foit>K Tliere has not been a piohlem in getting whatever 
{lEW has asked f6r for the function' that HKW is performing or 
' contracting out. 

The problem we have had is where we took the additional step in 
n)7G and tried to give the institutions some administrative cost 
money to hire their people (o process the paper. Tha^ is the point' 
at which Meilibers of Congress say what is going on here. , 
^ We don't pay anybody else to apply for Federal money. Why.^ 
. should \'yiii^ay them to a^^k for our money? . * 

That iswliat we run into, and 1 don't think it's going to change. 

I have adi^eady told -the NASFAA people th^^t as much as I 
admire that pj;;ogi^^^ and I was part of getting itSi^to the law in 
1976, I am convinced that the mind set around here against^^iving 
money to institutions to help people fill out papers to get Federal 
money is so strong that we will never get a^)propriations for it. 

We are talking here about a little dlflerent parCof the costs of 
this processing. It's the actual determination of eligibility which 
really Dught to he a cost of the agency that is going to f)ass out the 



M»- Packer. I think you could sort of at ' least provide some 
•safeguards, add language in the bill or in the committee report- 
saymg that the Government in its payn^ent of processijig fees, if it 
pays to a private pj-oceSSor would include reimbursement for rea- 
sonable cost of training, dissemination, other items perhaps 

Ms Rick, There would be ^out 10 more RFP's. 
_ Mr, VoiGT. Basically, it, would be abobt the same number of 
Kl'Ps we have now. These kinds of services at least have already 
b<stn mcUided since the out,set of the program in 1972 in our 
budget, and we have not had any difficulty in getting the necessary 
• admipislrtUive funds to run the program. , 

Mr Fori). Let me see if I can get a reaction to Constance White's 
conunent ()n page 4. • ' 

We would <>ndorfic the Administralion's,[)roix>.sal to allow institutions l«*carrv 
(orwnrt ui, to « pcrceul of q,e.r SIOOG and CWS fmjda from one ftmdirn; yo'i.r to tho 
nej<(. While we would prefer that thus amount he 10 percent nuher thtin T. pier^cnt 
we <ire pl<-i,.sed that the admini.strntiOn focoKnizes the ^ importance of this issue' 

Now, that issue of the carryover with respect to college work 
study has bothered people for a long time, and -there ' are 
understandable, reiisons why administrators cannot anticmate 
whrre they are„Aoing to tie able to create a job at the right tii^fe for 
the .right student, and so on I tend to agree with her, fhat 5 
■ percent is not enough. ' . ' 

Hu( I have some difficulty with the- carryover of SEOG money, 
and that is th(i reason that the little bill we are passing now was 
wjdvmg the IT) percent on BROG. ' • .' 

I vvas asked, if you recall in fi\mt of the Appropt iations Commit- 
tee, how did' the 15 percent limit on BEOG carryover get thereUnd 
the best 1 can remember is to keep the Office of Education honest - 
and make them pass out the money and not carry it over. . , 
^ The lear^we liave is that the carryover is an encouragement not 
to expend the money and doesn't do us much good to have it come 
back tt) Washington. 

Would you consider a rmction to this a possibility of broadening 
the work-study fiexibility with whatever reasonable limitations on 
the exercise of .that you want to put on and trading off J he 5 
[K'rcenf'' 

Is this an excuse? 

Why can't you get rid of SEOG money before the end of the 
school year';* You can't go back and find tlie kids who have some 
unnuH needs and get rid of it. i ' 

• Ms. WiuTK. One of the problems in 'that area is quite often we ' 
receive, additional allocations in the process, and the money comes 
to us so^Iate that we are unable to utilize it. 

- Mr Fofu). Again, why can't you go back and. find .the student 
with a demonstrated need who was disappointt'd in his application 
with a demonstrated need but. you didn't hav^ the nioney to pro- 
vide^iat nt^ed'^ , . ' 

You always l^avc more requests for SEOGs than you have money 
for It. Why couldn t you just go back and give ahothei^ layer on the 
exi.sting study .> Y'ou can't do that with work-study, because 'you 
can t recauture time 4hatC|h^sNpass9d, but you could offset the 
additional bidden that thoTtuA-nt has found unmet when he made 
the SEOG apirfi^'ation. ^ , . 
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1 am reluctant to encourage people lo let SEOG money lay there 
past the time that it. is appropriated. ot-/ao 

Ms. WiiiTK. Well, I think that with the carryover on the bbUb, 
it's a question of small amounts, and it's a question of, if the 
student does not have enough grant money by the time you get 
around to reallocating these funds the. student may be workmg, 
may have cohered that need through a job. 

• The aid officer knows that, and also at that point, if they have 
already earned that amount to stop working if it's late in the year, 
would inlonvenience the employ(/r or, on the other hand, they may 
have earned moneys such that you can't replace that with the 

It's small amoupts in the SEOG pT'ogram, It s more of a problem 
m the college work study program. . " 

Mr. FoHO. Then why the 'figure 10 percent on College Work- 
Study and not IT) or 12 or is that related to something, or is it just 
double the admmistrallion'j' , ' , 

Was that just an expression, because the way you put it we 
would prefer 10. - 

Ms. WniTK. We are 'talking about more in terms of llexibility. 
Ei\ch year is a little different and the time of reallocations is a 
little differenjt each year, and Jihere is a difference between the 
problems in the SEOG program and the CoU^ige Work-Study, per- 
haps the percentage could be different. 

Mr. KoHi) How much flexibility could we give using the percent- 
age with or without' trfggering mechanisms to make the percentage 
Hv^xilable"' llow much nexibility can you give without run rung into 
the danger of sloppy administration of work-study where they don t 
really wor^hard -enough to geV the jobs to the kids who are in 
school at the right time'.' 

. Ms White. 1 think that 10 percent is rea^sonable ' - 
. Mr Foui) Am 1 overstating the fear that too iTtfiich flexibility in 
cojnmitting these funds might/ \cg(d people to delay making deci- 
sions and thereby deprive peop\e'\)n the campus who need the work 
study from getting if , , . j 

Ms. WtuiK. With a College ■'Work Study program- we have had 
rt-allocatiohs in that area, and letters come very late— it's more of 
a problem with- them than the SEOG program, because its a ques- 
tion of ereaUng, the job. so if you don't know you are getting the 
■ fuhds and you get them late, creating a job is more o( a problem 

then. , ' • ' . 

PerhaptQ^)allas would like to, respond to that question. 

,;Mr FoKi) Mr. Martin? . ► 

Mr, Maktin. If I m£ty, [et me give you an example, and I agree 
with you, ^ . \ , . ' 

°We are not,jnterested in trying to subvert anything that would 
crtuse sloppy administration'of programs. j i 

An instiiution requesting additional work-study funds during the 
' reallocation process will do so in November or Defcen\ber. There- 
fore:, they ask for the dollars they can use -for the bjdance of the 

During the last 2 years those allocations wete not made until 
very late April or May or even early June. - ' 
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Consider, a St^te institution that has no backup or other re- 
sources. They request money they could have had to assist students 
from January to April and don't get notified until Juno. The busi- 
ness officer who has the^nal authority to allow an institution to 
, expend those dollars will say, no, unless you have an'official letter 
saying it's a contract. Thus, institutions suddenly find themselves 
in June with -$100,000 of money and yet it's too late to utiliae it 

If they have no flexib'ility of carrying money forward to the next 
year th^y show underutiliz^tion -and get caught in a cycle. It then 
appears they didn't spend what they got the previous year - 

The only reason for allowing at least a 10 percent'Oexibility is to 
try to minimize the effect on future years of funding and provide 
some reiasonableness of administration. 

It's our intent to Insure that maximum utilization of those dol- 
lars go to students in a given year to meet their needs. 

The request was made initially by NASFAA for the 10 percent 
Uexibility. . 

Mr. FouD. Well, we took care of that problem to a large extent in 
•elementary and secondary with forw{\rded funding. * 
' There ought to be a way that we can approach' this. What would 
happen if you turned to the grant year for College Work Study into ' 
something like the calendar year, or some other period instead of ' 
the fiscal year? ' ■ 

You would have some legislation Knecify that it could be expend- 
ed outside of the fiscal year for whicfl^|Js appropriated. 

Mr., Martin. Our problem really islWot in budget, because the 
Congress m the last 2 years has done a pretty good job through the 
budget committees, and by recognizing when the money has got to 
be ^iet aside. . . . 

The delays occu^ in the processing'of requests and in getting the ' 
official award notification letters out to schools. 

It's more of ai\ internal oper^itional problem than a calendar 
problein. || 

Mr. FoRu. It's the reallocatign. portion of it that -causes the 
^ problem? 

• Mr. Maih-in. That is the biggest problem. 

Mr. VoKjr. Mr. Chairman, I think our concerns were the feame as 
yours when we set the 5-percent limit. 

We thoughX we might want to be consistent across all programs 
m terms of thb carryover, but we would be happy to go Ijack and 
reopen this issue and possibly consider^'different percentages for 
carryover for the grant SEOG program as opposed to thf wor-k 
study .program. 

Mr. Ford. \t strikes me that the problem for administering them 
was quite different, that you can pay for education after you have 
had It. but you can't pay for work-study after the time to perform 
the work has gone by. . 

Mr. VoioT. Exactly .right, and we will be happy to look at that 
again. 

^ u"" !^ -simply authorize him to go back and pick up 
people that they disappointed along the way^ then see what han-' 
pens. " ^ 

Mro VoiGT. It's a different problem than tlie grant program. 
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Mr- FonD. I am all for flexibility. The more nexibility you make 
them the longer it takes to hammer them into doing so. 
Mr, VoiGT. That is why we are so flexible. 

Mr. Ford. You see how effective it is when we put specific dates 
in the legislation'like July 1, 

There is another thing^in here that you mentioned today, Peter, 
page 4, referring to the standard of tfCAdemic progress. 

You say: ''The standard we are proposing is not an onerous one, 
nor is it so strict as to ignore the very legitimate difficulties which 
would cot\frbnt even the mpst dedicated students.'' 

I took a jiuick glance at the standard, and one of the require- 
ments is that you must have completed half of your wonk in a 
preceding school period. 

Mr. VoiGT- School year. 

Mr. Fouu. Does your legislation contemplate any kind of an 
escape device for hardship? 

Mr. VoiGT. Yes; we do. There would be permission at the campus 
level to waive that requirement if it is necessary. 
. Mr. Ford. It isn't in the legislation we have. It stops where you 
say that j^u must show— and this smacks of the kind of problem 
we have had with the VA. 

M'r. VoiGT. Mr.* Chairman, that was always the intent on our 
part, and we will doublecheck to make sure that Uiat is in there 
somewhere in the legislation, but it was always the intent to have 
that provision in that proposal. 

Mr, Ford. That would relieve some concerns if it ,were clear that 
the pfeople at the local level could decide whether or not that 
requirement made sense. • 

Mr- VoiGT. Yes- 

Mr. Ford.' For someone w^ho had something happen during the 
previous year that didn't haVe to do vdth dropping out to go to 
Woodstock- , " 

Mr. VoiGT. We fully a^ree and think that something like that 
has to be in the re . 

Mr. PAGKKft.-. Mr. Chairman, we haven't really examined this 
very carefully in the interest of trying to get som^ possible data 
from the administration. 

It seemjs to us sort of a gut reaction that the administration, the 
Federal Government, should not be getting into it at all, deciding 
what is or is not satisfactory academic progress, defining academic 
standards, even if there is some flexibility to waive those on the 
campus. 

We have run into a lot of problem^ with the VA. We would iean 
to opposing it. Once we start opening the door, you start possibly 
gettyig into a lot of problems of standardizing what academic progy 
ress is. . ^ ^ 

^ What does that mean, completing 50 percent of your courses^' 

Mr. Ford. It means whatever it means at the, school you a/e 
attending,^because to be carrying on or planninj^ to carry at l^st 
one-half of normal full-time workload for the course of study/ne is 
pursuing as'determined by the institution. / / 
■ Now, this is about what we do now with the veteran^, isn't it? 

Mr. VoiGT. Fairly close. . ^ , 

' Mr. Packer, It needs to be looked at. 
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Mr Ford. .1 didh t see' anything in, the statutory language pre- 
sented to us that had a decision witli regard to wW is adeqUate 
academic standards made by. anyone except the institution and if 
necessary, we can" be careful to make sirre that the language and 
the report make it very clear that this is not intended to allojK^ny 

intrusion on that decisionmaking pm:ess4it the local level 
Mr. VoiGT. Nor is It intended to, Mr. Chairman 
Mr. Ford. Mr. Weiss? 

Mr. Weiss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ' . , ' 
I wonder if wti could have" a sort of reconciliation effort on a 
position which seems to me to be in conflict. 

On page " 2 of your testimony, Mr. Voigt, on the single-needs 
system and page 6 of your testimony, Miss Rice,. you seem to be 
staying that in fact you are proposing a siijgle-needs formula, and L 
"ot really sur« if you accept that or not, Ms. Rice ^ 
Ms. Rice. On page 6, I noted tjhat we- now have two standards for 
determining need. And each of them' serves a very different our- 



pose. 



The basic grants system was originally designed only for the 
basic grants program/ and it always produced, before MISAA a 
/nuch lower expectation from^familites thty> the unifrrm methodolo- 

sy- - / 

As the table I have attached- to my testimony shows, there is now 
a great discrepancy, between the two systems, particularly at the 
low income levels where the Basic Grants program is much 
harsher orvfamilies. And at the upper levels we have difficulty and 
confusion because campuses and colleges can use either the uni- 
from Methodology or the Basic Grants schedule in the administra- 
tion of the campus-based programs. 

I am not proposing a single-needs standard. I 'was trying to r^aise 
Some very vexing questions about legitimacy, as to who should 
create )f, we had a sin^e standard and whether it should be budget 
driven, as is now the case with the basic grants schedule 

Ihe uniform n^ethodology is a rationing device as wejl, but cer- 
tairiW^t less so. We should spend a good bit of time deciding who is 
* f-^^''^uA,fs ^^"^^^ schedule, whether it should be the 
administration (HEW) or whethe^ it should be the Congress or a 
cQoperativfe effort between the Congress and HEW without, tfs Joel 
said te^rlier the involvement of a lot of people who, I think are 
vital tp such decisions. 

Th^re is n^^t a great difference of opinion. I was trying t^raise 
sonje serious questions about who "would make the determination 
/ Mr. Weiss. I am sorry, Would you like to comment on it? 
Have vou decided on what the formulp is going to be"^ 
Mr.- Voigt. We have made no decisions at all. Our proposal is 
that we be granted the authority which we don't have at the 
motnent to mandate or'to develop a single system. 

No work at all has been don6 on What that system would look 
like, and we believe we would have to have very, very heaw 
fnvolvenient by the firiancial aid community and the Congress in 
approval of that system. 

We see it as operating the same way as the basic grant progi am 
family contributipn system operates now, that is, with, the proposal 
by the administration developed jointly with the fmawcial aid,com- 
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munity revievved by Congress each year with basically the same 
kind of authority that Congress has right now in the Basic Grant 
^ family contribution schedule. 

Mr. Ford. To respond to the point that Lois; makes about the 
very important poliqy determination that you make ai\tomaticnlly 
wl^en you select the system and/or device, she points out that tlte 
presently used systems of this anomaly of seeming ^ advance the 
higher income fumiiy at the expense Of the lower income family. 

Mr. VoiCT, When you look at the way systems are developed, it 
regally is taking into account a whole number of things. It takes 
into account history, all of these systems do. What have we tradi- 
• tionally expected of families? 

Second, no matter whether it's a uniform methodology developed/ 
by the community or a system thpt is developed and proposed hy 
an administration, it takes into accotint some very hard realiticf/of 
the dollars that are available. ^ 

Both systems tend to match in the view of those that iare devel- 
oping the dollars that are available both at the institutions^s well 
as from the F'ederal level. - / 

Tliird, it -is based on a view by those who are involved in the 
policymaking on these system^ of who should get thcyassistance. 

The middle inaome bill is a wry good Cixample of t^ie way that 
systen%and the way the <3urves f*r that system were ydfeveloped. We 
looked at how high we wanted tlj/e grants to go. / 

It s part of the debate, and /obviously that will be^the most heated 
part of a debate. It would be who we want to be/recipients of that 
assistance, and I think there are different viow^on this. 

Mr. Ford. Would this be an annual process^ 

Mr. VoiGT. Yes. ^ 

Ms. WurrE. I would like to differ with Peter on one thing. 

I think if you were to look at Hie uniform methodology and look 
at the funds available and look at the needs out there, the uniform 
methodology is trying to measure the iibility of the student and his 
family to pay, and I don'^ think it is^o adjusted such that when we 
get through we. have taken carc^, with all the funds available, of all 
of the needs of the students. / 

Therefore, I think that the pKilosophies, the way that the proce- 
dure has developed, are two different approaches. 

One of the" things that I/t\m particularly concerned about with 
respect to the need analysis proposals is section 494, which really 
deals with the calendar, the question of the dates by which the 
contribution schedule would be submjtted, and the way it would 
eventually become final. It does not deal with the development. It 
does hot deal with who develops it^ whether it is developed within 
the Office of Edacatior\, or whether it is developed by a commis- 
sion. " / , 
V Now, I dealt with that specifically in my testimony, and I don t 
need to go in -detail unless you have some questions, bfut I think 
that if this were to be mandated that it be very clear that input at 
the front end -"from all participants, the students, the institutions, 
the processor^, and what have you, be included at the front end 
and that there be -full opportunities for forms and discussion of 
these"^ before they go to Congress, because under the present sched- 
^ . ule with the basic grant contribution schedules, I am not aware 
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that they are fuljy discussed before they are presented and put into 
regulations and th^vt there is input into them. 

We Ijave a very short perii)d in which to respond, and I would 
nate to see thjit happen, if we go to rfleasuring ability to pay 
because the^ basic giant program is not really, as far as I am 
concerned,,deVeloped on the basis of trying to measure ability to 
pay. 

Ms. Rice. I would like to be a little bit more responsive if I can 
to Conjp-essman Weiss. 

I have-not been addressing, as some others today, general prob- 
lems, strengths and weaknesses of the administration's proposals, 
butyam dtruck by how in almost every area which has been their 
resi/onsibility delegated to the Commissioner by Congress the ad- 
ministration is coming in and asl^ing for mandates through statute 
/I jiist would like to underline once again to Mr. Weiss a para- 
^jraph in which I say the confusion that, the administration talked 
/about today and last week is on^ that they created, and that it 
could go away with a stroke of t pen, by not using the current 
Basic Grants contribution schedule for the college campus based 
programs. Ihjit is wjiat is causing the great confusion 

The schedules, BEOG's and the uniform methodology, are so 
widely divergent that a student going to one institution gets money 
under one ^stem and another student in the 3ame financial cir- 
cumstances, at another institution,' gets money uhder another sys- 
tem. 

Some institutions are using the more liberal basic grant system 
as a way to compete for middle rncome students. 

If we have one system it needs to be well-thought out, and I 
ended my testimony by saying that we should be happy to work 
turthe» and develop some suggestions for such a system. We have 
been giving thought, at the college scholarship service, to some- 
thing vei^ similar to what Joel mentioned, to a body like the 
''^f^dent^s pay board that would set an ideal standard, and then it 
could be adjusted to meet fiscal realities. One could then determine 
,how much to depart from that standard to meet the constraints of 
resources. 

Mr. Weiss. To go back to the basic questions I asked then, is the 
confiict or apparent conflict between the testimony that you are 
giving and the testimony that Mr. V6igt was giving, that (a) if 
there is to be a uniform system, you don't think that it requires 
egislation. It could be done by regulation arrived at after consulta- 
tion, and .(b) that your complaint, if any, is not that there would be 
a singly system btHjr^at there is, in fact, not a single system?. 

Ms. Rice. If we have a single system, it should not be budget 
driven If we have a single system, we have to' decide how it is 
going to^ be developed. Those' are some of the problems I was 
raising. I would hate to see. a system for. the campus-based pro- 
-ams and State, and institutional programs that is ludget-driven 

Mr. Ford. You don't object to iftandating the creation of a single 
system; you object to mandating without knowing how that is to be 
accorfiphshed. 
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Mr. FoRV. I don't interpret the recommendation^ to be' that v/e^ 
mandated specific system, but that we mandate that a system wiir 
be developed that provides a single needs-analysis for |:he campus- 
based programs. ' v ^ • ' 

Mr. yoiGT. That is exactly right. ^ ^ . 

Mr. Butts. With congressional oversight. \ 

Mr. Packer. Just on the issue of congressional oversight, I am 
not a lawyer, but frpm my reading of the language of the adminis- 
tration bill, the congressional review process of the system is differ- 
ent than what is in the current law on the family contribution 
schedule. It is more vague and weaker, in my opinion. That is 
section 494(2.) (A) and (B> of the administration bill. 

Mr. Ford. I assumed that they know the committee Would be ' 
extremely reluctant to devise a different review process than that 
which w^ are just getting to use with some effect for Vegulations 
generally. You would have no reason to treat this kind of regula- 
tiqh differently for congressional review than other regulations? 

Mr. VoiGT.'No, we would not. The only change and the reason 
the language ig different, there is concerr^in the administration 
about the single House vet^, and I think th^ process is intended to • 
have the same kind of oversight" and thorough congressional re- 
view • . 

Mr. Ford. I heard the President say in his press conference last 
night he didn't worry about single House vetos any more. 

Mr. Blakey. That was not the policy at the time, but his 
testimony. . ' . 

Mr. Packer. This is no longer operative, I gdess. 

Mr. Reeher. I am very much concerned that I don't hear the 
word State anyplace in all this discussion. There is roughly about 
$1 billion in State aid, and when we talk about a uniform system, 
the reason we don't have a uniform method today is because the 
people who are paying fehe bill don't all have, the same objectives. 
You, the Federal Government, a different objective in the SSIG 
than you have in Basjc Grants. The SEOG has different Federal 
policy parametera th^ the BEOG does. 'And 1 think if we were all 
spending the same dollar, we would have no trouble coming up 
with one system. 

I just have trouble with our ever mandating that 6very institu- 
tional dollar and every State dollar and every Federal dollar wi41 
be driven by . the same system. I think the Members of Congress 
would put themselves in a very inconvenient position if they estath 
lished a Federal bureau, department, board, or whatever, that had 
the job of identifying fot* all institutions, all States, and all Federal 
programs what a parent must contribute, because when you define 
the contribution, you defme the needy; you also define the un-^ 
needy, and you as a Member of Congress, would put yourself in the 
role of striking people from the New York program, or thetPenn- 
.sylvania program,, and I think thiSMs a position that I Would not 
want to put myself in if I were a Congressman. 

Mr. Ford. Do ypu include SSIG in the-- — 

Mr. VoiGT. No, we did not. We recognize that there are different 
statements 

* Mr. Reeher. Then we have to quit talking about one system. 
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Mr. VoiOT. We are talking about a single system for all Federal 
programs. < H > 

Mr. POKD. You don't, include the $SKi? 
■ Mr. VoiGT. Na 

Mh Ford. Does that take care of part 6f your problem'-' 

Mr, Reehe:r, We are still going to have parents receiving a 
mimmum of two computations of what their expected contribution 
is. What 1 am saying is, to say you are going to have a single 
system or to say you are going to have a single form and only talk 
about federal aid, you can't do it because' the States and colleges 
. have gome different policies for need and families in their tareet 
group. ^ 

Mr. Ford. We are talking about somethinff a little different when 
we are talking about the single needs analysis and a -single form I 
think It IS understandable to people that there is soriie State money 
and they want to give it -to certain kinds of'peopler and there is 
federal money, and they want to da something different with' it 
but what they can't understand is how you can be cc/hsidered 
.differently, as Lois ppints out, for the same Federal programs 
Decause of the systems that are used in two different schbols 'You 
m^y have a brother and sister going to- two different schools, and 
they have two different methods and the family qualifies under 
one, but not under the other. Or it qualifies more under orte than 
under the other and that is where they get' a little upset obt there • 
saying what is the explanation. They could understand an explana- 
tion that came back from the financial aJd director You under- 
stand if you have a brother g^ing to school in Pennsylvania, and 
you are going to school in Michigan, Pennsylvania has this much 
more money to give you, and this is how they give it out 

It is mconceivable to mfe that we could try to de^'elop any kirtd-df 
a single needs analysis for programs beyond "the very narrow na- 
ram^eters.of the specific Federal dollars. ■ ' 

Ms. Rice. Even for the Federal dollars in the campus-ba^ed pro- 
grams, you don t need legislation. You've given the Commissioner 
authority to make that decision. 

Mr Ford They say they nfed legislation because they don't now 
have the authority. . • 

Ms. Rice. I hardly think that is the case. v 
Mr. VoiGT. That is the case. We had the lawyers lo6k a\ that. 
A ^l .V"^^- ° ^^""^ ^ that gives the reasons why they 

don t think you have the legal authority that could be dealt with^in " 
terms of clarifying the-legalglitches thdt exist instead of creating^a 
new mandate? 

Ms Rice. It is very interesting, Mr. Chairman, that they set up 
very distinct rules that all of the syStems they approve for use" in 
the camous-baseti programs had to meet certain benchmark fig- 
ures, and the uniform methodology is now the benchmark OE is 
poiy breaki*g^lts owii rules because the BEOG's system doesn't ' 
meet the benchmark figures they established. 

I don't see why we need legislation. 

Mr. Burrs. Mr. Chairman, severaF years ago, when the need-' 
analysis services suddenly changed the(r taxation rates during the 
course of the development of the uniform methodology, there was a 
.tremendous debate and struggle that went on between OE and the 
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services about their atithority to do that, and the ultimate Compro-^ 
mise, and I think much of the pressure came from the Jlill was 
that OE should not specify a specific methqdology but only very 
loose Benchmarks to deal with thia..problem. 

We have a situation today where, as Ms. Rfce points out, w^ have 
two systems that ultimately are rationing devices, somebody has to 
decide what the tax rate will do. The administration proposal is 
saying in addition U> consultation with the community and getting 
the best thinking; and so forth, that the Congress play a role in 
looking at the contribution schedule that is being used for the basic 
grants program as well as the other campus-,b^&ed programs so we 
don't find Ourselves in the kind of glitch we are in how, with the 
passage of MISAA, where a student knight qualify and then be' 
ttligibTe for a ba^ic grant,, but turn out not to demonstrate enough 
need to get a work study job. 

Mr. Ford. What I am .having difficulty with at this fmnt i^ 
trying to deterhiine what is being advocated here is facilitating tjie 
existing power that Lois thinks you have and your lawyers think, 
you don't have clearly spelled outPoi* whether we are, in fact,< 
talking about a policy change. If ycJu are not talking about a policy 
change, and if it is a matter of cleaning up some language that 
tHTey think is ambiguous aiid doesn't give you the power, we will do 
the job. If you are talking about a policy change, looking at the 
specific technicalitie^hat they are saying stand in your way 

Mr. VoiGT. I think, Mr. Chairman, we are looking at a policy 
change. We don't think that we have the authority to specify a 
need-analysis system for the campus-based programs. We obviously 
have such authority under ^he current basic grant legislation, and 
that is a question that has been debated, as Tom indicates at 
length, several years agcf. 

In that ^respect there is sort of a policy change. And the policy 
change being that we should establish a single system for use in ^11 
the Federal programs. That is currently not the- policy, and accord- 
ing 'to the way we read the legislation, we don't have that authori- 
ty. . ^ - ' I 

Mr. Ford. Are we hung up here in a problem of contractors 

thinking they are going to be swallowed up? 

MX. YoifeT In terms of the single need-analysis system^^I d^n't 
think so. • 

There is one other point I would like to -respond to, and that is 
Mr. Reeher. Both in termfe of the use of a common form, ias we do 
now envision a place on that form for State need, that exists on the 
co;re document at the moment, and in addition, in tenpsSrf the 
single need-analysis system, it is n\y understanding thdt only foUr 
•^oFnve States have their own need-analysis systeirt. The others use> 
the vast majority of otheri? use, the uniform met^iodology, adrtiit- 
tedly changing some of the parameters, maybe some tax ratfes, to 
meet the State needs, and that kind of thing would still be possible 
and would obviously be encouraged under the implementation of a 
single need-^alysis,system and a single form. 

Ms. White. Peter, it is confusing to me to understand— I can 
undei-stand why you have the basic grant system to allocate those 
funds, but under the campus-based program, you now have three 
methods that can be used— the income tax method, the basic grant 

. - ■ . 3<j? . ■ . 
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method and the uniform methodology method. For the -uniform 
methodolop and any Tother method it must meet the benchmark 
teal, which IS a table of a variety of income and assets, what 
contributions must be and they cannot deviate substantially [v&m 

You allow the l^sic grants program to be used for campus-based 
• lunds; you allow the fax return method to be used Why can't vou 
eliminate those tv^p systems? We have discussed that in the sub- 
committee. We have talked about going to legal counsel and elimi- 
nating those and just requiring the benchmark \est, and then the 
unilorm methodology" vn)uld qualify and any other method that 
some.)ne wishes to submit under the procedures that are estab- 
lished to qualify under that. 

It IS not clear to me why you must continue to offer the tax 
-return method and the basic grants method. 

Mr. VoiGT. To begin wjth, we do have the legislative authority to 
uso benchmarks, and we don t think we can go beyond that. Under 
the use of the benchmarlcs, which are very limited in scope about 
what they control, there can be still substantial differences, and 
there are among niany institutions who have their own system in* 
the outcome that the studen^ get. 

Second, the use of the bayic grant system when the middle in- 
come bill passed, there was a great debate, both within the admin- 
istration and with Congi es^ and .certainly with staff members at 
times, about using the basi? grants result for determining need in 
other programs, and we were very strongly encouraged to continue 
to permit the use of the basic grants system for two reasons. 

Une IS It was felt by stiiff members, certainly, that the neoDle 
made newly eligible by the^MlSAA changes in the basic ^aSte 
system should also be eligible for other assistance as well, and 
where the institutions wished to use that system, they should be 
able to do 80. ' -l ' J 

Second, there are a number of schools already who use only the 
basic grant system for determining both campus, institutional, as 
well as the basic grant assistance. 

' . '^fu '? ""^ ^""""u ''^'^''''^ capability of those institutions to 
uae^that system because their students are getting lieir informa- 
tion free, and there may be a lot of other reasons wh/they went to 
the basic grant system. I think in either case we negd'some legisla- 
te^ authority to go beyond the benchmarks and to set up a system 
that would be used for Federal progi-ams. » ^ 

Ms. White. Let me suggest that you can do what I think you 

^""^ ^""'^ to do what I think you. want 

to do. What you first want to do is to eliminate the use of the 
income^ax system, and I think you can eliminate that by dropping 
It from the regulation. Nobody uses it, anyway. Then the Office of 
Education should work very closely With the Coalition and its 
Uniform Methodology Subcommittee to aevelop, to change the uni- 
form methodology, to bring it closer to wh§re you can use it as a 
measure of need that you can use for the basic grant system, but 

fnn!i?K^ ^""^'^ ^'"""^ ^" ^"^h « way^ou can allocate 

funds that would meet your needs. 

«Jf" words r am saying you can use the same need-analysis 

system to allocate funds in a variety of ways, so that you could 
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have one system— in other words, yourneed can be the same, your 
ability to pay can be the same under a variety of programs, but the 
amount .of the basic grant that you get is regulated by the amount 
of fundi} that are available. So that you don't— you see, what you 
are saying to me is that you want to measure need under two 
systems. You would always have to measure need under two sys- 
tems, and I think there is a way to use one system to measure the 
need under all programs, but the way under the eligibility require- 
ments and other things, you can fund differently from a variety of 
programs, and then we^ can always go back and do something in 
terms^of the benchmarks. 

But I think the whole question of the eligibility and the ration- 
ing under the basic gr^nt program^ can be handled differently. 

Mr. VoiGT. The way Lsee it, f don't think we have any disagree- 
ment. I think wh^t we are proposing is to say we use the same 
system for determining what the level of family contribution is* 
The award process is obviously different for campus based, as it is 
for basic grants. The way the costs are determined would be differ- 
ent, and we end up with the same family contribution for both 
.systems; obviously the payment system is different for various 
programs. 

I don't see, though, however, where this ties in with the use of 
the benchmark approach, where you still don't get that. And in 
either case,^onc1fe^ the systems are the same, they are subject to 
congressional approval unless Congress is willing to give up its 
authority to review t1ie Basic grants system which I don't think is 
likely; otherwise, the end result is the same. 

Mr. Ford. I would suggest that you submit to us the specific 
rationale for why you think you need additional legislative authori- 
ty to re9pond to an appeal that very appealing to me— that Lois 
makes— that you can do it now. If there is a reason why there is 
something more than just clearing up this statutory impediment, it 
doesn't appear in either the Secretary's testimony or in the legisla- 
tive language that ''we h^e here now. You don't yet justify in 
face of this kind of reaonon making a change. 

Mr. VoiGT. We will be happy to get that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. FoHD. Mr. Weiss? 

Mr. Weiss. Have you answered the question that Ms. Rice poses 
at the top of page 7, which is that the administration did not 
explain 'last week why it chooses not to mandate the ^uniform 
methodology for campus-based programs? 

Mr. VoiGT. That is basically the question of legislative authority. 
We do not think we have the necessary legislative authority to 
specify that. 

Ms. Rice. You are asking the Congre8S,^however, to give you the 
power to mandate a system, without knowing what the systeni is. 
We should know .what system you ha,ve in mind, and whether it is 
going to be rigid, inflexible and budget driven. 

Mr. Weiss. Are you saying that you would, in fact, impose- or 
mandate the uniform methodology if you had the authority to do 
it? 

Mr. VoiGT. No, we are not saying that. 

Mr. Packer. In effect, you are saying that^we won't have eithgr 
the basic grant family contribution schedule or the uniform meth- 

\ 



(Oology it vtfli be one new -system that will strive to meet the 
. 5<eed3 o( ^th the existing systems producing one formula, one 
'"^n!? ' crd^te some rationale m this whole thing. 

Mr. fORD. They tfied to Jeach, Lois' concern with l;hitl hybrid 
kind of congressio^ial review which theoretically is where she sets 
one of her shots at where it is goiflg to be. . - 

I^Vj f'ACKER. We agree there should, be consultation, but we 
smsuld set up the single system, sbme type oT formalized <iommrs- 
aion. or mandating in law that there be formali5:ed input "from the 
di lerent constituencies so that it doesn't become just HEW calling 
all the sjjots. • > - e 

Mr.- Ford. Why don't we just change it al! around and do what 
we have done m the past and mandate the CommWner of Educa- 
tion to present by 1 year from the effective date oflhis Ifegislafion 
a proposed system oi uniform methodology to the Congress Yqu 
report b(\ck to us with your proposed uniform methodology at the 
end of a year, and that is the easy way to guarantee everybody if 
we don t then do anything with it, yon can keep on operating the 
way you are. ^ ^ « 

That is a hedge against the possibility that you will hate t 
throw something togeth6r just to. meet our mandate to have i 
uniionn. Instead of requiring that you have it a year, from now we 
mandate you come up with something in a year, and iCyou haven't 
come up with it, we obviously won't put it in effect. 
' ■ ^' ^ ^ould'still raise a caution on that in a policy se^se, 

Mr. Chaifman, the Commissioner now has the power as I said 
earlier, to determine what system will be used with the campus- 
f)ascd programs. 

J^Mr. FoKu. You mean the Commissioner, whoever he -^r she may 

Ms. Rice. But the main concern is that this might well turn out 
to he. if It comes from HEW, like the BEOG system— a ratiorfin^ 
device, v , & 

Mr. Ford. Then we just won't do it. But you come up with tHe 
rationale first, and we will look at that. Then^one possible out is t© 
^dii-ect you to develop a uniform system and submit it to us by some 
definite cutoff date. If you are able to do that and satisfy the two 
congressional committees, everyt"hing is fihe. If you are not able to 
do It we won t be in the uncomfortable position of having a man- 
dated system that you had to slap together in the last minute to 
meeU.our deadlme. , 

Mfi. White. You might require that it have the input of the wider 
community. ^ • . 

Mr. Ford. I suspect that they have the 'idea that that is a good 
way to get it through the committee. , ' 

Ms. White. Thank you. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Weiss, do you have further questions? 
Mr. Weiss. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am as confused for 
the day as I want to be. 

Mr. Ford. Do you have some questions for Mr. Buchanan? 
Mr. Clohan. I have one for Mr. Ashbrook and one for Mr 
Buchanan. - . . >. y . 

F'irst the USSA recommended that a commission be established 
to do the need analysis and maybe even the single form. You were 
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saving -that the Coalition right now does r>ot have' the logitimacv^ . 
Wliat wtfuld he the practJcal effect of the Commission? What would 
be the nroblcms? What would be thcdifficultiesin dealing with the 
probiertis that now exist between BEOCV analysis and the unilorm 
i^iethoclology subject to <;ongres3iorfal review? • . • . 

Mr Voi'c.r, Basically I think, that is really the key being subject - 
to congressional review. It is oUr feeling that obviously we do want 
and we v^iU have to have*input, substantial input, from the commu- 
nity in developing any ^ich system. Whether it is better done by J\. 
ccJhimission, or whether it is better done within the administration 
is a question. Our f6eling is that th^ development would be. better • 
done within the fidmmi9U:a.tion. But the key is the congressional 
control and the. congressional review ol that process. . , ^ 

Mr CubiiAN. One of the criticisms in developing the single lorm 
thisNeat^ was, although the adiniijistration mkod for advice along 
the way; the decision was ultimate!/ n^ade out c^l hand, and you 
decided to go forward even with th(i, problems of nsji' that the 
community said wcmld-occur. I am not making a value judgnient on^ 
whether you are right or yrong, but I am saying perhaps those 
types of decisions could be made by a legitimate group, including 
the? iovolvemeiU of the Office of Education, ol course \ 

Mr VpiGi; When you look at questions of nexxi analysis, 1 think 
the situfitiX)n is^sHghtly different in that thfere is always this the- 
ory, which- 1' believe very strohgly as a theory, that what we ar^^ • 
hieasuting under one system is the ability to p<\y. I .think that is a 
deJlnil'e nonwbrkable tht^ory when you simply compare diHe^eot 
income levels or . different living standards ^vnd different costs 
across portions of the .country in any single feystem. • " 

Second, it always becomesHi ^alue judgriieht by someone about 
how ouicha 'family should contribute to postsecondary education I 
don't fhink-iii any of these instances we are looking at the abilit: 
•to pay ^in any reSl sense of the word. There is no way to pleasure 
■ that. It. is a value judgment gf how much the country the people 
vyjio prty. putting up the money, feel that families ;«ihoul<kcQjjtribute 
J:b the education of their children. 0^-- ' , r 

As a retrult of that, you end up with a somewhat different kmd ol 
decisionmaking process. And in many respects this set of programs 
is.^ different from aily other programs in the need analysis area fis 
weir in that you^have in the large measure the users. determining 
who get^j the money and how it is distributed sim^ply by -the way • 
the curves are shaped, and our feeling is that is a-govefninental • 
matter which ties intb how much money is available .and how 
much money thq Congress and the administration are -willing to 
put lip for studenf. financial .aid. " . " a^' 

Ms Rice If I might add a" footnote, the admimstration m^de 
these proposals, as I noted in my formal 'testimony ,\in-the hope 
the? could allay som§ of the cutvvent confiision. We could have af ^ 
Ken mentioned earh^r— a needs analysis prescribed by the Con ^ 
gress" for' Federal moneys. But there are other moneys out there, 
and the confusibn is going to be that a parent 19 going to beeligible 
for a SEOa let's say' -and hav6 a family cOntribjitioir-ol one 
amount, hyd. if he is getting, in addition a grant from 'Yale Univer- 
aily 6r /grant from the State of Pennsylvania, there- is another 
parent'/contributionT^o the family is still confused. 
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Also as I noted, in Ihe great* State of New York, which has a 
simple^ystem for distributingyats grant programs moneys, it's un- 
likely New . York is ever going to move to something different or 
more compli^ted, so the cojnfusion is going to be increased rather 
than Qllqyed in New York State and others. 

Mr. VoiGT. M«y T respond- to that? If we eliminate a couple of 
systems, even wjth ^national merit, and a few State agei?cies that 
still have their own' system, we would still be eliminating at least 
two m^or sy^ems for determining family contributions, I don't see 
• > how the tonfjision coyld be increased, particularly, if we leave the 
'authority for States and instituUons and distribute the money the 
^ way they see fit. - - ^ 

Ms. WHIT?. On that jwinl. I agree with you. Moving to one 
,|ystem makes sense, but 1 am hearings somethiHg a little different 
Iron? .you now m that you want the administration to develop a 
pysteiTi, and it sounds as if you fet^l there is no way to measurfe 
ability to pay and therefore it would be a rationing device of 
"federal funds, and then when, you n^ove to the institutions or *he 
btate.^. they would have their own needs analysis system to distrib- 
ute their funds. ; ^ ^ . 
^ .Now, one of the problems you have now, or one of the situations 
you have now, ^that would impinge upon tjhat, it seems to me is 
that in the regulations liow aU the institutions we cannot 
overaward stud^t6 with a combination of the Federal funds and 
institutional fQnds based on whatever needs analysis system we 
use—the 'uniform^ methodology— and we move away Yrom that and 
to a rationing System, under the present situation we would' have 
to use .your system for all of our funds' unless you were to change 
the regulations with respect to overawarding. 

AxruM ^ f hearing something very different iri terms of this system ' 
While I was supporting this system, whatever it may be in concept 
just a monxent ago,. I Sm beginrting to think I don't support it! " 
^^because I am- not sure :j^ou are developing a system to measure the 
ability to pay, but rather toTation Federal funds. 

Mr. Voig¥. Let me \>esin by just reciting one little item. 

I havfe sat at -too many Uniform Methodology Subcommittee 
meetings, and we'go through these long explanations and reviews C 
about how we treat assets and income, and then we say, let's see 
what the bottom line is and what the family contributions look 

" We are dealing ir^ either case with a rationing device, one way or 
the other. . _ - 

" I don't seerif we have a single system rather than two- systems 
wny any regulations on overawarding would have to be changed 
I he pi'ocess would operate as it does now. 

Second, it is. certainly my fervent hope.that we cai><;Ome up with 
. a system that the vast majority of the student aid c6mmunity can 
live with. It won t go through the Congress if they can't 
. 1 really don't see what the problem is here. 

' rr^^' ^f^?^^^- Under your proposal would not the financial aid 
olticer still have the flexibility on the campus to alter the expected 
lamily contribution based on other data or information that he or 
she might have? . '■ 
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Mr. VoiGT. No doubt about it, that that authority would still 

remain., • ^""^ . V ,. ■ j- -j i 

The aid officer has to be in a .position qf making individual 
adjustments to student awards based on the*r circumstances. ; 

There is nobodv else in the whole system who can deal with 
these kinds of problems. . ' • 

Mr Clohan- In the 1976 amendments to the SSIG progralm there 
was an amendment-W>iich would require alV nonpi:orit instUutions 
to participate in the State grant program in order for the btate to 
beeli^ble. Last year, the l^w was amended to provide an exceiition 
for constitutional restrictions on providing; State aid to certain 
students attending certain institutions. ■ 1 r ' 

\ In States su«h aS Ohio, lowa, and Michigan, there are quite a lew 
types of institutions whose students cannot get State aid. Mr. 
Reeher what problems result from the 1976 amendment? 

Mr Reeher. Well, it resolved a number of problems, constitu- 
feionai, but there are both State legislative and administrative poh- 
/cy problems in the SSLG. - - ' xu ^ 

I think our recommendation to your committee was that you 
accommodate any State legislation that was ih effect October 1, 
1078 or prior, and the idea being there that you would not intrude 
on State policy up to that point, and you would have a guarantee 
that States could not rush in new State legislation to exclude other 

^^Some of the problem is sectarian, and some of it is related to 
State legislation that will not allow aid to, go to private institu- 

*^*Tthink some of the States' positions are built o^■ the idea that 
there is a subsidy of public institutions and the grant program 
ought to be geared to other State objectives. * 

I don't recall offhand, but I can s^pply the committee with what 
the 8j>ecifics are State' by State where there is a legislative prob- 

- ^^mV Ford. Weil, one thing that iS not clear: the 1976 amendment 
has been brought to my attention by the proprietary schools who 
fel^i^at by specifying that private, nonprofit schools would partici-- 
pateT we were excluding proprietary schools even in those areas 
where the proprietary schools were not otherwise excluded. 
Is this the problem John is trying to get at? . , „ , 

Mr. Cloh-an. No; not particularly. It redlly deals with all types ot 

schools. V r ^ i- ' 

The problem is that States exclude quite a few sectors, particu- 
larly allied health programs and sectarian institutions yet under 
SSIG but because they don't have a conmitutional prohibition 
against it, they have to use alternative matching n> order to contin- 
' ue in the SSIG program. ' , . ^ * u 

What happens is those institutions put up the money to match 
the Federal Government 50-50, and proprietaries are excluded m 
quite a few States. As a jnatter of fact, in about three-quarters ot 
the States, from State aid, but in those.States that do not e^fclude 
them from State aid there should not be any probletji with propri- 
etary stlidents receiving SSIG money. ^ , n*- u- 
Mr Ford I am at fi loss to know what kind of school in Michi- 
gan is disqualified for student aid other than a divinity school. 
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Mr. Cloh^^vt. According to a tiible I have here from ECS, hospital 
schools of nursing, allied health programs and the sectarian insti-- 
tutions. " » 

.Mr. Ford. Hospital schools of pursing operated by whom'^ 
.. Mr. VoiGT. By hospitals. 

Mr. Reeher.^ They also have short correspondence programs 
computer schools. si' ^ ^. ' 

^ Mr. Clohan. The nondegjree progran\s: v ' 

tu^"" The nursing is cut out in a number of^reas, and 

the profitmaklng schools have been cut out legislatively in a num- 
ber of States.* *^ 

^Ir. Clohan: In Ohio, the State law precludes vocational and job 
trammg programs and also J-year hospital programs in fields like 
X^ray technology. But und^r the Federal definition of institutions 
01 higher education, m ordtr for a State to particiapte in the SSIG 
program, the/ must make State , aid available to those types of 
institutions. The Office of Education permits the institution to 
match instead of the States as an alternative. 

Have we met that problem face on or are we just avoidihg it bv 
providing an out? ^ 

In some States I understand that if there is a statutory prohibi- 
tion, but not a constitutional prohibition, the State attorney gener- 
,al can say that statute is based on their State constitution, and 
thji-efore avoid the 1976 amendment requirement 

Mr. VoiGT. I am not really up totally on that bill, and let me 
check it out. 

.K?!''" ^""^.J r^.^^ ^? ""^^ attorney general's opinions 

that says that the legislature passedji statute which is bein^ 
^"'orced that is not based on a State c6nstitution 

Mr. VoiGT. The only ones that are complied with are those in 
court on constitutional grounds. 

Mr. Reeher. I believe that whole practice of alternate matching 
went back to the initial year; Delaware, for example, did hot have 
a program, and so they took the Federal money and also took in 
institutional monfey to provide the necessary match in order to ^et 
going, and there was a real problem in Ohio. 

In fact, Ohio threatened to drop out of the program at one point 
and they may be one of the States that provided the attorney 
general a opinion that their State legislative prohibitV is bdse^ on 
the constitution, so they are in compliance ^ 

Mr. . Clohan. What would be the problems if the statute were 
Lff^nf.- ' '■^/^r^'^g the SSIG program, use the State definition of 
institutions of higher education instead of the Federal definition? 

Mr. Reeher. Well, we would support that, but the immediate 
response we had when our organization suggested that was that 
the btates had messed up vocational education when they got som6 

fu^l'r/^ ^'^^ ^^^y want the States to do it with 

this bblG program. ^ 

I think the reQommondation that our association has put before 
OrVnl^r^7%7«^^ restrictions that were in effect prior to 

October of 1&78 would take care of our concern. It would take care 
ot the c®mmittees concern that States might begin to set up spe- 
cial groups that they would keep out. ^ ^ 

Mr . Clohan. Is that in your testimony on p^age 24? 



Mr. REKriER. Yes. v. 

Mr. Ford, l^t s look at that and see what we can find. 
Anyone elm have anything to add? 

Let me thank you for your' patience and perseverence.. I wish I 
could get more committee members to discover .how complex this 
problem is, even v^hen it looks simple^, 

I appreciate very much the very frank exch^ge that has taken 
place here. T think this is a good way to get lis all thinking about 
what the problems are with the perspective" of those wl^ disagree 
out on the table rather than coming at each other with separate 
kinds of proposals rigidly adhered to. ' 

I hope that on the basis of this kind of exchange we can all ta^e 
a 'look, particularly the Office of Education, at the criticisms ^nd 
the questions that are raised, and see if thjey warrarft ajrty kind pf a 
change in recommendation, because we are not t^lKing about real- 
ly serious policy differences, as I can discern it. ^ } \ / 

We have been talking more about methodolpgy here todav thdii 
anything else^ and I am encouraged by the optimistic belief that we 
can work out the differences without too much trouble. ^ 

I see Mr. Blakey is sitting backytherje nodding his head, since he 
i^ going /to jJraft the masterful piece of language that is going to 
solve all of our problems. 

1 am glad to see he is satisfied. 

Thank you, again. ' . 

We will stand in recess until Tuesday morning at 9:30 for the 
purpose of considering the grants programs furthei;. 

[Whereupon, at 1:10 p.m. the Subcommittee pn Postsecondary 
Education recessed, |ro reconvene Tuesday, July" 31, 197$, at 9:30 

a.m.] ' 1 '* ^ 

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record foU^^ws:] 
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We wl«h -to thaivk .) . Doxujlnrf Conner, ,exot:iitiv« director of AACHAO, 4pcl ^elvrt» 
M. YcAOl«, vlofi'i>r««idcsnt, C;ovormf>*nt And tnterrtSSOoUt Ion Rolatlonu Coiwnlc/xio 
of^NACAC for, »hari,n<j Lh« rda'ulte of thelt survoys with ue. . ^ 



7 - 



/ 



397 



NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SI UDtNT FINANCIAL AfQ ADMINISTRATORS 



9j0 ■^ovhatoenfh Stroat N Suite 217 



0©«ji NA.SFAA Member t 

In anrly May a quoat lonnalre Was mailed to approximately 1,600 NASFAA. 
meinber institutions in'an attempt to solicit reactions to the nev simpli-- 
fled student axd application form vhich vill be required by HEW for use 
by the Multiple Data Entry processors during the 1979-00 processing year. 

Surveys also wore done by the AmericAU Association of Collegiate Rfegis- ' 
trars and Admiaaions officers and the National Association of College Ad- 
missions Counselors. This Monitor contains some of the highlights of 
the three surveys. . 

The survey cQsults were presented to the Office of Educatton at tlio May 
3 1st meotihg of the Coalition for the Coordination of student Financial 
Aid. At that meeting, OE agreed to review the survey reaul to ^prior to 
f inallzfttlorr of the form. The final copy of the application form and in- 
structions 1b also Included in this Monitor . 

Wo would like to thank all our members who participated in the survey. 
SincerOly, ' 



Joyce Hunayan 
Editor 
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SUMMARY OF NA5FAA SUHVLV lOlSULTS 



yu<ft6t loimn I r«s were inai l^if u> Approximately 1 , bO^j NASFAA mombor ' 
inttt itut ion« . by Moy 'JO, renponso^ woi 0 recti ivQd from S?S ( tiifcti-' 
tutlon^. * , * 

ill ro»i«on8*» to the >iuo;»t io^p"ln yovi opllfiion, < on you use lh» on 
Ibacd Oil Jraft. forpj to aJmituolec your* student programs without 

ro'iuirinq «ny 6uf»p loin<»Tit<»l foiois t.o obt a i r\. n*!'! i t lonn I informat ion?" 1'16 
Inot i t ons {J*j%), teoix^ndod "yos." The 1*16 instiCutions ^t.itlntj they 
wouUl bo able to use tho form witht)uc a svippl ^mont^A 1 Include j 



^' ol(4i\) privatoinbtituriohMj'- 

^) < ) publ J c i no I It ut iono ; ^nd 

«l i 2^f\) pi opr leCai >t# *J' odudl e/pi o f ess lona 1 , 

or voctit iona l/tochriicfll Inotitutlono 

-l-fjO inwt i tut lono (7S\) st At<jv3 'they t/ould not bo .ible to mbq rhe OF 
form withoul a supplemunlal fonii. Tho&e Inst i tut. Ions included: • 

r><^ ( publ ic inst I Cut ions ; 

1'>S ('t'^) privat.o institution's; and 

{ pi opr I «t.nr y , LKAdiui to/pro fpcniona V , 

or vocational /technical insc jytut: Ions 

* 

r\ie. following chart itemires the data elements listed moot CtftCjuent- 
ly by the msiiiutions statiuq o need for additional In format ion - 



Parent T»di»e, tx.cupat'ion 



Student *a livin<j piano (on/ 
off campijc, wi th patorit c) 
othor institutions attended 
and nid rn«j^elvcd 



Liatinq of aiblinga. thoir 

atjoo and g choola <it t ended | 171 {AQ%) 
Horo detailed j njfotTiiat ion 

on student and/oi ft^Ougc 



More detai led a^sot infor 
mat ion 



Additional inf ormat ion on 

divorced pot rents 

Hor<j detailed lncc>nn? in- 
forms tl^i^ 

•L^|r>o of old I'Qf^uQ Sto d " 

En lo i 1 mon t « La t ue ( f u 1 1 / 

_j;ja itj- 1 tmo^) 

3«x ^^i aco ^ 

I'honti iiumboi 

Student '9 tjununoi oarnincjji 

Item Jj^fl 

Pdrontg dec«*:in«d? 



Roopondinq 
{^29 )_ 



J 09 

100 



ISO (r>ii) 



1.16 



jicT (301) 

_B3_|10M _ 



Publ Ic Inst . 
JlOKpond Inq 
{ lOiil 

00 (OG-i) 



Private InsC, 
KiiSpond i nfj 



_J.07 J5^M_ 
8b {-14%} 



50 (:?r.i) _ 

(20%) 
"^3r^ "jlO-i) 

19 (lOM _ 



91 
80 



61 
101 

7 9 
J'l 



(31%) 



(1^9^) 

(uTT 



Al 1 Otbern* 
l^«GrK)r»d i ncr 

njy — 

2._(_'i.'^l) 

' d «.2J_^) 

7 J 10^) 

fz.ll'^ll 

* ?„i'UM - 

_9 (24Ji) 

9 J_:^4\) 



*Propri4}taty , <jraduAt*>/pi oCeoe ion.-\ I , and vocal: ional/t.ehcnical 



T 



i- 



A few of the conmienta Vecoived from NASFAA memUrs includfl: 
"Color x.-odixvg is qood," , ■ 

"tt is difficult to road Che numbof's writttm in the dark cjreen aroa. " 

^°'P'- codin<^ system »:oi,ld be « set i'ous prohlom tor color blind 
0-tudentG or parent o.** ^ 

• h. ""'•"i' t'le questions are worded - in .such a" way a:; fro take for ,jranL«<i 

2 :\ T instructions for that part . c,.,l at i*tem^ That is merely 

an exorcise in wlsWul thinkinq." \ ^ 

"A single national form is an j,(imirable obj^ectivo. Yet, it should . 
not be implementod, A the earliest, before the- 19ai-fU application yo.-.i , 

•• I- applaud the effort to simplify the application process and to ^ - 
nunimi.e the information used (abused???) 'by a tow schools to ration ti- 
nancial * riid . " 

\ 

"WO do not objec t \o .'he conrr^u , but wo do objoct Lo thr hasto In 
Which the implenu^nt^ition has beon conceived and dovelopod." VJf 

"I question the wisdom of makinsi such a siyni f icant. change without 
eome major field testing of the progiani" beyond that which appears to be 
the plan at the present time. Private bm^iness would certainly not- go into 
a major project or syste^i without more testing and study." 

"States and acadejmc institufions wijl need time to revise their com- 
puter programs to handle the new form. Tti,.e is needed to adjust' publi- 
cations so the applicant population:, are net Moo^ied with confusing, con- 
r J ict ing instruct loni? . " 

"The streamlined application gives us virtually no moans of determin- 
ing the xredibility or reasonableness of the dollars rciwted." 

•*We cannot see how the proposed forms are going to promote integrity 
of^^managtng federal financiaJ aid programs; rather, the opposite is happen- 



-2- 
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SUMMARY OF AACRAO SURVEY RK$IJU*S 



Thb Amorioan Association of Col loqi<>te tf^eqiytrars and Adminsions 
Offlcoro aurvoyeO ito membora rcqardinq the Impact of tfxe single, elm- 
pUfiod form on their institutional calondar. 
■> 

-Survayw were matlod- to GO J ' ins titui: iony , and 15 3 usable rospoiisGs 
{2*>\) were roc<>lved. 

Tho .results of tho uurvoy aro follows: 

S9% (91) of the rcflspgndents stated the ^uoct ions on tho sljnpliflod 
OF. form were not oufficiont for their Ins 1 1 tut j on ' s ^noed analysis 
form. _ . ^ 

(107)" stated thoy would noed to usts a s\ippl einontal toixn. 

7U (111) statod thoii inatitvition had already devolopud tht; various 
^-atalocjs, brochures and fjppl i celt ions for UG<? i-n the 1079-00 £)rocosr»- 
i'mi year. 

(07 [ staCod their institutions would havo to leprfXjram or alter 
their ptoc'ijssinq .and cortifying procoduros b^ised on tho now apjjli- 
cation. i 

t>3\ OO) stated implementation of the nww 'lorm diuinq the l9"'0-80 
* proceG.'jlng yeai would ^(;r«at« proc^^ssinq problems for l.hom. 



would ^i;rf; 
i nst 1 tiA. i 



16% (25) of th« institutions indioatod tho now form would not moot 
their admission application refund doadlines and ^2* (13) stated 
it would aftoct thfiit hoosiDq application dnadlinps. In addition, 
12% (10), rospondod 'that it would affoct thwir ability to comply 
with the April IS candidate's' roply d/ito. 
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SUMMARY OF HiE NACAC SURVEY RESULTS 



<7 



The NflL,on<^l ADaoci5Lion of College Admisfllons Counnalois disLribuLed 
copies of rho proposed application form ^^nd' i nsLruct. ional bookUti lo B4 7 
.jujdance dU6.ctora throuqhoui: the U.S. Counselors wero instructed to re'od 
through Llie materials and asRu.ne they were c:ompl<H in^ t he tf.rm m addi-. 
. tioii, counso^c^rs w«re asked to fielll test the propo^^ed'fin.aucial aid 
plication ptocesn with studejnts and parents. 

r 

The samplinq was much ie^rqci than the 233 let.urns as numy guidance 
dlr-<ictor3 included their stafJ: in the field tost aa well a^ several par^ 
ontfl and Btudentfi. r.nch retur^. contained a ^^..mimaty of the loactions by * 
parents, «tudentfi, and ronnselors- Thirty-?;ix states ai e represented in 
the survey. Mosjt roactiorm were identified by wf>ecific item within the 
form and booklet. 

^1n reyponoe to HeveraJ questions pertaining to the financial aid 
process for the present school year * ( J9^?U- 79 procnssiiiq year), {he 
foLlowuuj statistics reflect answers' frnnr the 233 quidanco directors an- 
swer mq rhe survey. 

Cyl.B^ indicated that they did nc^t have any diflicuUios with the 
present financial a id,, torin and/or system. 

n.?-i iruiicated that the present syntem did preseni. dirficulties 
to them as a hiqh school counseloi . 

-?1^ indicated it was tlio result of the proc^'sninq 
calendar 

?0% indicated it was the result ot the instructions 

» 1S% indicated It was th<T result ot the form itself 

indicated that the pi esent Unancial aid fotra and/or sys- 
^ - rem pre-tetited difficiUties to the parents. 

331 indicated the difficulty was caused by the in- 
^ struljt ions 

2}% indicated the difficulty w^s caused by the pro- 
cess inq calendar 
o 

indicated^- the difficulty was caused by the form 

i/idicated that students/pa rent a received their financial 
/aid award package before recjuirod deposits. 

34.. H indicated that deposits were required before students/ 
parents rece i ved awai ds . 

6S.<>i indicated that they still had students/parent.«5 waiting 

for notification of financial aid award alter Hay 1, 1979. 
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Othet »-)enerai comment « tecolvoti from ihe Ji^ rf! turns incliidc: 

hX&ny expreflood concern roqarcUnq Lho cji^nqe,* Thero have bocn too many 
changes In lho task. The oyarem has been vory cont^uiiincj. Many parents 
and tsr.udente .^^t G juet bog inning t.o undorstand. 

Fvoryone stressed one commoFr* f orm . 

One form is superior to previous multiple torms. 

Plan rnformac ioii f$«iiS9ions foe counselors and request that the sufx^^r- 

tntendents and l^uildlnq principals release the counselors to aLtf»nd- 

•m- " 

Many requested an earlier distribution and processing. Counselors,' 
•students, and paicnts are haiAng to submit admissions dopositr, or housin«:j 
deposits and do not know awards. 

Proposed changes aro aimed At simplification to the point of over- 
o iinpU f ication. It is ironic that our government, insists thai ail <:itizens 
(regariilesfl of «?ducational IovgI) coiuplettj a complicated tax form, bvit in- 
sists that a form for col leqe-liound students be so simple? that the opp<")r- 
ttiruties for unequal distribution of fund*; are boundless- 
Modification should be minor- Parents, students, i\n(\ counst^lors are 
becominq famvliai witli the present system. ""Any change would mean more 
confusion. 

Many expressed use of prior data in ordei to have forms piVjct^s-sed 
ear I ler . * 

It appears that eEOG will go with its own form and the FAP, TPS, and 
3tate scholarship agencies will ni<ive their own direct , leaving the coun- 
rjelor and parents with multiple forms- 

The new form is so simple that it precludes necessary financial data 
for evaluating financial aid packages by the college. The colleges have 
Lo supplement their own forms in addition to the proposjMl new form by the 
Office of Education. Moie confusion. . .raore Comis- 

The system of waiting until January 1 for filing seems to be gatting 
cleai to parents. 

\ 

It IS ditficulL to have all income tax information completed and 
the forms completed and analyzed by some of the deadlines colleges and 
otato scholarship agencies impose. 

Earlier not ificatlon of awards is needed. Students are making deci- 
sions that are forced by lateness of the awaid packages. 

End of^November distribution of FAK forms to high st.hools ^rrf»ates 
"PK" problem. Par<>nts and students think the guidance <:oun8elors are 
lax regard ir»g financial aid. 

t>arents received mul t iple ^KI^o. Somet imos the reflected data was 
difforont and the instruct ions arf> not clear- as to what steps to take 
to toctify tlie situation. 
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Stadftiua confuci^d SFR inHt ru.: t Ions to Lake\t to ihoir schoai . Many 
brou'iht It to tht>ir hj*;h ac.hool i:oiii\ae]or . 

Mu<h concern m delay in ^sCAt^s s»hoKM-5hip Aw<iird packagos. 

Insttuctions of FAt> and KPS too amaU. Parents had much difficulty 
iiittrriJiot m-.j and under stand i nq ii. » - 

rnatru< i pajronts to make a copy beforV filing or inaillnq. 

Mot enouqh room »>t explar^t ion^of ^unusual ci'rcumakanops . 

Karliot di nt t i)>uL ion of fZnus ^jve?? v.he hiqh school counselor moio 
limo ic. di^coss fmanc iaKW^ forms with parents anc| answer their Ques-^ 



Tiesent pror^Tasuvj calendar ' conf J icta with oounnelors' i^ork at^^ 
chanqo of aemestei . Coitsequent 1 y , many parents do not receive adeqLt^ 
assieLfirue wH h complet ion of form. 
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Basic Grant Application Form 



I 



.iMi^i I' v.iy. « -9.l^'>i1v tri. t »■ nv.O'i■ 



2 

i««v^r«i« t -vIh i>ii ctfitt ■ • 



l_LJ_l.J J.Ja.JLi.LXlJ_LJL_i [_U_1 UU_LL.J L! 
- Ll_LA.i_LJ 1 ilLniU-1 Li ll-lJi^,JLi.^.LX.I 
Ll14.1 l.LXl.l.L Li-ll_LiJ Lj^J U I i iJ^ 

I I. I-L i 1 1 J 11 



111 
LU UJ LJ 

M 



M ; L>.>-. 



LU-UJ L; i 



Sui.tlVfl U ^'l-iiJi'iM ^ 'il.ll 



SoCItOi) C Hou'.f^O'H I fttnr it.,i!".in 
Pcrantt*- 

if th* »Iw<l«ot hM • 

UJ 



■ 5i>c:t>nii 0 vuu mini r,|l 



,10i. Tlitn"*r<M 5ltl* Ifijjal ifli 

Til* iur>] »< ili^ curanli' hi-Kiitlxild d1■T•<^^ lUflU til wl* tj^ | 1 J 

■> Irtcluila dir.*' (>*(iaii<tant« <l Hmv mtvl lt<B dtlii>itiO<i ll>v> 

tiiiI'VicliOru i 

IB. O' Ih. Ovjml>«. 10 W. Iio* Titrty w-M li» III <:i>Jlty» t>.4.itig lMO.fl>? | 



u 



21 A S * 'I* el . 1-1 '^f** 'vr'i* '1*11 '■' * ii «•« ' i«^t' 

tl Y<)<t •«mr«riil Y'M 10 ?l 9*1 ii> :f3 *f vow -Kitwt'Vd ' No ic 7) iVip to ^8 
?2 ir„ IV) I' V "I 'i> t< ••■ i.o,.!*, .... 



21 '9 '9 T -a' v »•« 



74 »'J7<)AJ.„H 
2ti i<) 'a T,.i*i I 



2f> ir}r^» t.>i>> le. 



lOlO ' ^ 4; .M i(MOA •'III- t J[ 



( ] y»i CJ No 



n,:, 



tttliiii,iiMi 



LlJ 



f 1 V*» I 1 No 

UJ 







_^ m 




\ 


0(1 


90 




is 


00 




SI- i«i 20 















4 1 i, ) 
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S«cCioii D Income Jind E xpensc Irtformnhon 
28. 



7Q. )«J.:iird<.>lil« .fUO'iM 

31 >0»0 e'4'n«'<idiv ivfn.oi ft. oil jrxt high t<ru)04 nam 

lOu 'tv' •Ail^tV Iuili<V> DMil fai Ihv tuxlcni t 

32 CxfKMU'J ICKM) nuniJASbtc 'HOrrM -.tcv ntiiiK ■■Omi 

b Ol't^i ni>ni«,40li* irM;Of'»« fcftild t.<i>]H»t .v«'<«.'« *i< I 

33 a^uO.tl i «4>tcJ l«H>iH« k) l(H*l JS;9 .ncom« mi.HM U X ..»c^Hn. <«q p«HJ 

!»•• irM|ii>«niM>«| " 

Section t Auoi Irtiorniatton 
3& 

IG .y. II. ,.-.1 ..^o.-.^.i. 

3B Sfuif«ni'i (Brid »iMMj(B'il uviitgt •nii it«l H*!^v ^ _ 

Section F Sludcn! «>.l<jruJ Suol,iso sJ J siimatcd Incomff 
All iiud«i>t» mutt U\l out Siciiont F and G 

30 !S«H.<»1 talv'ilv ln'O^liH ljr>ciu(lB Oiiiv Dim iiu(f<<*> i U«n«f.i» I 

I 0." anO V«uvj..» i, On>*na*r>n f (i,>f ai-o-i * A«».n j^^* P.^^;, j„,n j 





I 


^ 00 




l> Moiha< 


l_ 


00 






1 


. 00 






1 


_ JSH 






t 


w 






i 


00 





9 



1 Ofl 


t - .00 




.00 




.00 




.09 



Whal II ti nof ik im^ ' 


IK 




Wh*l t» H worth now? Wh«i W«w^«n4(r 


s 00 






s 


00 






1 00 


s 


00 


1 


.00 




.00 


J 00 » 




00 


f 


,00 


* 


.00 


00 


? 




t 


.00 


* * 


-00 



Anr.ot,„, y„ n»,»ntft J 



00 



00 



^ "1,1 

NvfnJ»e. TJt .1,131, ih» [ 1.. I 



00 



'S'l^' )U»Ont Srt.f 
:5 i>? Olfinnilu 5 



ction G Institution. Release and Cdtilicolion 

43. 5fy<l«ni I t.HI«or foi lh« jyflO U> ^tl.noi Y./i. 
li4K In(4rviClloml *" ■ 



1 



z 



&xi:] 



<15 C«nif»Ca1»Ofl 

AM it,A intonit«Iinn on U).» foin. it linn »nO cOinpl«<f »0 ihe two of 
mylowfl knomUffv' " •»k*d by »n Mhonz^d ulltcial. I(sv«) >(|im 
lO o.«# p»Ool ol lli^ .nfnniialion Iti«I l(w«> limve u.v«t» o<> lhi» form 
HW«» r«alir« ih«r |t.,| pnxjf m«y .ntlod« « cotly ol myJiMiiJ 
IJ S 0» Sl«U JniOiii* i«lu(n |{W«) alio f««lix« lh«l if l<«V«) «}o 
no» O-v* Dtnol mhcfi athad. lli» tliKNn* m«v »kH gcl d.ij 



44 » <».v« iht Bm.i. Qiaol »*»o,i«4M»i Mni.ikiiuM In laitj nfofrntnon fifxi 
n<ii foMii lu 

• Hn»fKii»l »4d •o»i>cY In Suit Q V#» ("J r^o 

ir l»i»i o»»v«» ' «ni«0 -11 QtJtnw* -43 □ G No* 

is* intliwciMm. I> yow t«>«« <t> a> (b) MmA. w« wtti MMm« yeu< 
»ii«W*f U "No " II yev •or-r»» ' No ' to I«J. voin Stala t(d may b« 



, ""'""LU LU LU 
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Yoo c*«» ut» 111* loim in ifnj bookl4i to *j>p<v 'ot c 1^80 81 
RdiiC {:clu(.# lionet OppOitui^ lV Cfjnl HUtiC GiAiit) II II not a 
iQui lo yott (>0 iiui liAwt to '4Pay 'I A BjtiC Grant t\ it)On«v Tfl 
hiilp you pay toi yuuf iducariOn afl«i if.^i k)ioi») . To get a Hatic 
OiaiK. yoti li«v« to 'n««( cviiam i^q(.iit<»inKiiii 

A 1900 B) Oaiir Gi*ni con ck ukJ (Or gotng 10 icjiool b«ift««n 
Ally ) 19H0 »nd >jn« 30 lOsC 1980 81. th« amount ol • 
Cu»nt Will !>«< b«rw«i«n S200 »nd IIQOO TIi« «Ctual ifollai amount 
of voui nat<C Ctiant de^^ndt on 

- yutir ■llylbiiity ind«K i^u/ntMr 

wliAllivi yOu a'V • 'utl Itmm Qi pai t Imia \Xv<imnl 
how moch n cO»i» to 90 ro yoo' M;hool 

liOw long yOO wiil t.iw «nio>>Cd lMiw^«n .Iwy 1. tOOO jnfj 



The foKOWnQ ai* gntwc'^ to uuQttiOnt vou ttavH at^Otil BaitC 
GrAnn 



Who OM) 9e( a BaiIc Grtnt? 

Vou ^Jft {)«t A ilaiic GiJknr tot 19S0 QT it all l>i>s« ihingi ai« tiua 

1 You tliOw llist you h«v« liitanCial imavl ~ yOiit «iKrt:«tlon rntti 
rnOc« than yOii i.ait pay 

2 You aia a U S cititan Or ai^ tligihin n(;it'rilii'«n (Sum page 
lOr a litt of aligibln/iion (. iti/Kiii ) 

1 Vou (io nol li.lv* A QachrlOi't drgiaa 

*4 Oo**' you» tc^ool and youi p^og"'" of itudy are aliyiNo - that 
■t, (hfly mwrt il>v i«r}4«ireni«i->tt of lh« BatiC Grant Progradi 
(tt viHiw#iit lokttOW wtinUiei a h-'<oo' ih a pitig«a«fi it rligihlB. 
contact th* financial tidoflnra tt th4l \(.tiOOi \ 



Wn iniiii i«c«iv« yraii foim tMfoi* MaiCh 16. IUOI. but lht 
»ponai you tcod It In. th« battci. 

It (toatn I cost yOii «ny|hing 10 ap(ily fui a RaiiC Grant 

2 Wiltiin \iK M««ht aft«i you mail yOiir form. w« wid HOd voii * 
Stud«nl e«l3»l>llity R.Porl (SERJ 



1 1 vou do not \>«t a St R m un waeki. wi>t« to 



UCOO 

P O Uo» V 

lOwtClty. tow* 52243 

G>vti yOiii fiatiia, wkJit»v tof.ial tvciiikty nuinb«f. and dat* of 
liirti" and M\k for anothti copy of youf SER D? tint to t«n m 
<l Voui addiQtt liat ctiaiigwi tinct you ttiit in yiutt a|>plir.aiion 

3 Whtn you gal your SEH. itKi both tUHt of it cvifutly AfHt 
follow aH lht CflrKlioni On tha SFR. Ihftrt will ba • nUHntMi 
c-alitd an tfigtbilily ind«x. We figuie tint iiuiiib«f Noni th« 
infurmatiofi you gtva m o*» your apptli-alion It littpi d«ciiia 
wh«thtr you CJH gat 1 giant ■- wid <f tt>. how murh lht 
lOwtr tht DumlMi. tht filgh«tr tlt« twtiU. 

for (nformitiuii on how wt calculfttt your t1lgib4ltty liuttx. 
wiKt 10 OtOG. Box 84. Wathlngton. DC 20044 Aik foi a 
i-opy of tht "OflttKninatlon ol D*i>c Gitnt Eligibititv" tKWktel 
for 1900 81 

4. As toon ai pontbf*. takt nr itod *I1 coplti ot yo«ii SCR 10 tht 
tintocitl aid uffict >t th«^chool VOii itltiid Or p:«n to sittml 
It you Mt tligiblt. thm Khuiil will flgur^^it how much moitty 
you/ Oaiir GrtMt witl b« 

tl yuu arit r.nntidtting iruna than oiM srhool. yOM should k«fl{) 
the uriginal Si. fl arxl tend a )>}>utuwpy of the SEP to each 
nhooJ , 



■5 Y*)u witl bo i;<^iny ro w.ho<il at lt>tti half tiiiia 

0 You hatfi< t«c«ivffd no ntorr lh<fn (nui fiiM ytAi^^if Banc Grant 
bayiiiantl {( Or nV.-flPTiOnt tea QiiMtinn B Ptge 0 I 



I'v* Alraady Mllod out ■ diffiiront itiidant aid form Do I 
havo to (ill out this orM too? 

MaybfT riot Them air Liiticf tOririt ynii iiait ntn ttl «pply (Ur a 
Qaiic tiraot ' 



Each of thl^t forr>il hai a Uoh lur you tn cl)«t.k 1I you want to 
apply (Of a Qa^ic G'l^nt 1 1 you cIiKck*(d « ■'•1 box. you havt airaaity 
apiji.cd roi a BAkic Grant •ind yOK lU^ 'tut nnd tn fiM Out thii 
lOrm ^, « 



Hpw do } g«t B Dwic Grant? 

1 If yOi; havf nnt a)r';ady applied for d BatiC Grlltt %^flth on» of 
th« olhtr lor'nt tO grt a B*»'C G'Jint. Vouniult till «>ut th>\ Kiriil 
JIui %<>nd 't to tht Uatn; G'<int PfOgrant ^ 



At toon at you d«cii}« on a tchoot. yuu will have to tulxnit 
the complttt thrttiitrt SER to tht Khoul'i financial ^id 

offit'4i 

5 Vouf jchooi will handle ttit pjyinent of youi Btnc G'*"* - by 
lUbtrachhg tht amount from youi bill, by giving you • check, 
nr by tuing a combinitioit of thtit w»yt you hivt i|u«t(ioni 
at>out tht aniotint nf your gitnt. or about the wty it It ptid to 
YCM. cotitact ywt( tchool'i financial lid office ) 



VVh«t if my (insndal lituation chonon? 

You nreil to kiKiw abottt theSupplenienttl Fotri if your fntarvci*! 
tiluttion h» clitngtd in one of tht following wtyi 

1 A t>*'*iit ur tpoute flJnicd money in l970, but hti beth 
rO<ii(l1rtrly nid of woik fur at Itllt 10 W*«kl in 1980 

7 A fiarant o( ipouM earntd money in 1979, l>ut hat txan unaMt 
to earn monty it utt»«l for at laett 10 weekt in 1080 Thti 
mutt be thv result of etttier a ditlbllity thit happened in 1079 
nr 1000. or a natural dft^ttci that happ«r>«d in 1080 

3 Yuu wurke<i full time (ll least 35 hourt a week) for at teitt 30 

vitetk\ <o 1078 but y(^u. ire not working full tima now 

4 Yuii. yOur sfKiute. nr i parent goi non taMiblfi mconti in 1979. 
and imt tint imiyw* lr» 1970 O' 19B0 
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Non {cMAbl* iiKOntM inciMititi 

Social SflCtirtty (Mn^fitt 
W«IUi« iMnvtilt 

ft You h4v« «ti««ijy >ppii«^ '0< * diitc, Gi«nl aaU tiP%c« (hat tiiltc. 
VO« oi yow' p«r«nii oottno divorced or t«0«i«t«J 

0 You t»»v« already ^OP*'*!! 'or « BeiiC fliaot »r*d. ih^l 

H yoti ai« m oo« of thvia iilualiort». you ihoiird tiU oui » Suppr* 
rn«ni«| form rit« $ui>(v1«m«iU*l Toim aiki abowt atl itw tncOn,« 
4<»d •M|>«r)»( VOo vxpiKI to hxv« It* IttaO You can 9*> 4 S<JJI>l»t« 
nttntal /^o'vn Uotn s higti ichoot coun»«TOf, Uom s linmrKiB^ 
Hd o»«>Cn o» f»iin» Bf OG. PO. Bo* m Watltmgton. O C 20044 
Wrwfi yoii 9»l a Supp^ffmirnlal Foiin, (oKow lit* tniUuCKO/ti Uiat 
on tit^ (Oiiit car«ru»y. 

D«adlin* Vlip Sijppi>marti4i foim muil t>« iwrmivH by Match iK 



To apf>ly (Of 4 Blue C*i*f\x yOu nuiit fill ih 4II (h* ri»ftl o( th« 
»PPi»c*iion •xr«j»t Qu«itiOi)i 6. 8. 10. 1ft. le. 27 32 < & b. 
3il. 41 42 a & h. 43. 44 T}i«i« afMad Ouvitio^n ai# uird (o h«lp 
Stata ttudtnt rmaocial aKi firouiwni and mitnutiom giv« oiil 
(tnJfKial 4id (fi «JditiOri. >t yw <Jo not aniw«f quvitlon 44 w« 
w»>l atiiiinc yOti a4iiw«r6(J "No" tQt Uilt il«n» 

Wa aik *o< tl»« infonttadon on Ilia form k> lhal wa can calrulata a 
ttuihnt aliQihtlity .rwJax W* ui« (h« alii^bilily in<««x to tielp ui 
(Utairitina how lar^a a ©rani you will Qal. if any 

A itu<{«iu'i n*n>a, Mldieti. lOCial ivCuMly ruKntMi. dat« ofUiith, 
an<» alifitliUnv inrttx will t>« i«nt lo tl»* «cIiOoti th« itiKjaul iitti 
in qiMillon 43 IhJi mfo'^nijtlon will alto yo lo th« Stat* tcholai 
iliip at)«rK.Y Of Iha mnknt 1 Srata o' r^iirtaoc*, trj l>« uiaii lo 
rooidmating Stat* ImMiCial aid fintgrami w«tl» tha Banc Qjanl 
Piograoi Alio, infoimatinn may Iw i«nt to ManttMn pi OM^g^tH 
who air aikad l»y tha itiiclanl (qi th« iludant'i parant) to halp 
ll»tm with Oaiir Ura«»l quaitinni. Wt may alio uia Uia mfonitttton 
lor any (Kin>oM which •! a ' lOutint iiia" liittrJ ni AppeiHlix R 
of 4BCF» BD 



What othor kinds 0/ akf c»n I ^ot?, 



foi moil ituOvnti Itnanct*! n<d b^ru wtth a Banc, Grant But M 
do«i not hav* to aiKl thai* Tha UkiK Giant >i nvaaot to t>« tha 
"Moor' jot iiudant atd Olhai aid, %i.tr.U ai Olhvi gfanli, loaiiS O' 
wo*K ito<ty lOln. may b« aOdtfU lo yotii linaortal «nl packsifa 
ScHj>t of thdia otfttfr knxh of •rd ««« ofwn to vra<<uaT« ittidvnli K 
at unii«ig<aduatai 

COntMlt tha (iiiafK-tal *td adituniMratOi al thp ichooMi) v*hi plin 
to at|«rKl in iht lUaOtil arad«n,<. ya^ Ha cii ihe ran tall yw." 
whal aid pioyaiiii Mt avadahtu il lh« Khoot ainJ what fit urn 
yijii ue*<J to f«ll mil to apply 

i'oi additional iiilniiitatfon on ftdaral itiidant aid ptOVtmi 
wnta to neOG. P O ao» W WaUungtoii. O C 20044, and aiK 
(or a co<)y of ' A Stuflant Connn-n«r'i Gun'« lo f atkral 
FinaiM;ial Aid Prograiiii " 



Information ofi th« Privacy Act 

Tha Pfivacy Arl ol IQM layi that «Kh F»d«rji a^^ncy thai aiki 
yoo toi inf»-»iin»ttnn irtmt t^ll you irta following 

M Ml la^at i.ght to aik lor Iht mfynitalion and whathai tha 
law layi you imiit giva It. 

;) What pu/poM (h« »g«iH:y hai m aiking for il. arxJ th* tita to 

which It will tw pt»j, 

31 Whai'coold hj«>j»«n tf yiKi do nol giva it 

Ovf la^l nghl to «k fi» in(am»aliO*^ ti tha law li(M auihori/M 
tha 8«ilc Grant PiOviam That law Tilla IV A 1 ol tha M.ghar 

Edjjpation Act of ai ainai>*1#it. 



Uso of So<Hsl Sacurlty Niimbar ' 

l>»t Piivar.y Act of 1974 atio layi that aath ra<kfal aganry tliat 
aiki VuM foi yourStxi«] Stcuruy numbar nuril lall you 

I) ill t«val light lo aik it and wfiathai xh» law layi you muit 
g(v.M 

2J W»»«t PurfHXa tha agawy hai (or aiking loi .1 ami t»»B uia 
to vvfiich il Will t>« ptit 

3) What oouM hapi>fn If yo<i do ikiI givt it. 
«■*. 

Our lagal lighl to aik for a studant'i Social S^ufily nuiut>«i it in 
taciuin 7{iH2» di tha Puvacy Act nf \9JA v 

You muil giva ui y<JVjT Social Sacuiily nuiubai m urOar to apply 
fni a Daiic Gr«4)T 

Wa Dwd lha nunib*f to t>« luia w« knOw who you ara. lo pfOCaU 
yoor applicjilon. ind lo kaap t»»ck ol your ,»cord. Wa uu 7oor 
Social Sacurliy ii>mbar In recording (nfofntitlon «bool your 
ichuot atttrKlarKh «tid prqgraii; in making (nyincnti to you 
tli»aaty. in ct^vou, tchool doai nol haoifle Ihli; and In making 
lura that you /ava racfivtfO you» mOnay 



WARNINQ 

You fhuit t>a vary caralut (o give u> iofOrnialtOn that ii conact. 
If you gat a Baitc Grtnl by Oivlog ifWOirtct information, you 
will haya lO jfijy i| b«:k Alio, if you purpmaly giv« falia 01 
miilaadmg infomrtJtton on your afifiircaiion loin». you niaV gat 
a $10,000 lii»t. » pdton laniarKa, o» both 

Vh« Btiit Gr»nt PfOgram hai j procaii for ch«kli»g tha Infer 
matton you giva on your atH^ilication form Thli li calltd vah 
datiori You may b« cho««f) for vairdjition Thii maani lh«t wa 
can aik vou ami your itatanli to ihow 4s lha 1070 US IrKoo.a 
tax laiurft or loma othar proof that yoor InfOfmalJon iicOriapl. 
H wt aiK you fo» pfool and you tafuia. you will nol got • Qikc 
Gtani 
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Instructions 



Oattln^ RMiiy 

Firit. iM »ui« vou tuvif and ond»iUoOii !>*««» 1? 

boohUt * 

0«C4m« vow w»M n#<d to ftiv* financial •nioimaiion tot yOun*!! 
^970 uS iftcom* i*» iciurn tfof«> l(MO oi HMOA}, 

Cudtnt il4teni»nti 
Cu(i«nl rf»oitO*Q* »nfo"T»ilK>n 

n»<ort)i ol m.d»c»l Of d*fiia' thai w«i« paid ir» tOTO 
Uuiinmi Of iAtm ttcotOs 

IrtKUid) vt wKicjahi lx«nelil> Oi »tKiS» SflCi.i'lv p.>v«>«nti 
r»»« 1070 US incom« lax ivtu.n (Po^m 1040 oi 1(M0A)w.llU« 

It yov <o» youi pa»«niii r»aw* »u« cwf«P''»»e"» » 1979 U S «»comc 
Ux i«Hirn. vo« wid l>«v« lo «»t«n»d«« ^hat W»H be '*i>u'l*r<t an it 
II tl»« tax iBttiin II dtttHiftiM Tidn you givcon thu fomv 

V<|U *>W hive lo inakti coir^ct.tmi U\*t \H may vou to Inch 

at a Id70 lax i«tutn to und^utaod ivi»ai wiJ wont } 

Cv«rt It vou <oi youf paieft<»> won't fitl oul letum. you will 

AMd to Vnowhowmuct^i^oniaxjtilt income itKl^ »i lOtut t«cur.ly 
0« w«lUi# l>«nf»Ms. vow \»% VO"» p-»i««^lil mctfivodm 1970 AliiJ. 
yoii n«rtj 10 Know how mucii ncomR .i J'lV /«u io^ yomi 0amntsl 
«BiniKi in tV)79 ' 



II yiiu oi voui pai«nli hl4<l a 1979 income lax 
gt)v«in(nifnt ouMmV the tj<vl«d 'jtatw ui« tM« 
that tax mtiiin l*> MI'Out tt^»i lo<fn 



Slate Cod*. 



lOtU 



I vv*lh a 
ijn lit.»n^ 





AL 






AK 






At 






A/ 






AH 


Nttwv ^l.an<t>l^"i; 




CA 






CI 


N«wv Ma.<o 




CO 


Nnw York 


Co<^Mno<iM>«ailli ol ir>* 










Nq>lh 0*Vbl<i 




IM 


Omo 




CI 


QKiat>otti<i 




06 












OC 








PiMdO "'CO 




OA 


nrKjCH lilaod 












SOulh OaVoia 


I0a»'0 


ll) 




lllit«i>ii 


ll 


Tmmmt 




Tfult raifiio«iM 




IN 






lA 


IMaii;i#?l (ll*<iai 
Miliaria I|Imk1i. 




K4 


■ C't^"*^* 'iio'Khl 




kv 


Ui»li 




t A I 




Mam. 


VE 


V>t^n lilancK 


Ut»l«na 


MO 


VilWrtta 




MA 




Mu-h.9an 


Ml 


W»H Virjirtia 




MN 




MS 


Wyoming 




nc* >iol 





on 
iM 

I'H 
Ml 

sc 
so 



Thu biMkUi €:ont»l*»*-a4WQ„tO(»J#*^< t»w 'ofin lUniovt Uitin 
CJitiutly tiom lh« tK>oh.l«t >l i a 0(»Oti iO*a to iim ona«;oPv ai • 
woikihoat and xUnn k«»p « 'oi you* ovw^ rwcoidi 

N«t». PurtJi iec*iv«d by you or yom pai»iiti ai an -waidufMlai 
lh« Oiiiiiltotion of JiKkjamtnl Fumh'Aci or lha Alaika Nativa 
Cfaimi S<itle(ntii)t Ar.l itioutd Not b« i«poit«J ai Jnroiii# oi 
aiieti on Hilt form I'lopai^lv should rK>t tHi roportxl at an mat 
If (a) II may not lold o» »i«v« loani piM rd a^a'"*' without 
COMAiM ol ihe $e<:i*laiy of iiile"0». ot ^) ttia proparty u liald 
m Ifiiit tuV vou 0» vO*" family by S gow«iniM«*nt 



FJIIIng Oul the Form 

Allliou(>r» ollKi people |txn»d«» lf»» itud*nt w*»o «i appty'nO *0r 
aid) n»ay l»«lp fill oui <^»» form, u n Jbwt lUv itudanl Wlian w« 
ilia tlvB word^ you" ni "yoor." we alwayi mean tHa itudenl 
Whun we ui< li»e wO«d ' follega" w« atwayi mean a collate, 
univeiiiiy. voratioi»a' 0« tecl»o»c*l U-liool, nr any o/»«i M:riCM>f 
bvyund fiigit icftool 



When you fill out this fotin: 

OcaiJ ll'c Misi/uciion foi each >Xvrf\ b«for« vOu a'nwt-i tfia 
it*m - ^ ^ 

Uia a 11"" 

Pi. Ill <;:fcfuny. so yuu« foim will bm eaiy »tj»<l 
> ROu»>d off fiqniui to tlio n«ar«it dnilai 

11 tlia .nitiuitioni tc" V<Mi tO i»*'P ' qucitinn. yrtu C»n taava U 
blank Orliciwiifl. if a Muemoo dopi not apply to yon. do not 
teaw* It Wank Put a «iO m tlir tmwTSi ipai^ Toi nxaiiiptB 

The initiuctioni to thu lotm w.H uiually *niw*< inM-iUoni vou 
)iav« If vou nrtjd "loro UpUk contact a yiiidam.* cwmieltir at 
youi liiyf' «:t»ool o« .tfir fxunciai ard jdmniiiUaioi at tho iiolleoa 
ytHj plan 10 .itiend 

To a Baii(. Cxflnt. you do not havM to fill otn qiiflitiom 6. 8, 
IS 10. 27. 3?a«i ll, •»! , 4'^ a A b. 43 »nfH4 You O.oiiJd lill 
out tJiojf QiiMtiom. tlioi.gfi. to tiHlp you o«t State ami oti.ai aid. 



^''^ Section A Sludenl tnformotlon 



VA 
WA 

wv 



Plint .n tfiii letlioiHnfiMniatiOoalWunhaitudaiU wlio U applycnj, 
foi aid 

I Giva voiii lait iiania. full nafne. and mlddla hiitUI. 

? Giva youi addiaii Tall ui whaia you want ui to lai'd Ihf 
^ ftivilti ol U^li form. G'va lha addiciiwhflfa vou iwrmaJly 

will iH racflving mail. If Vftu may b«n»ovlpa l>a iur» to 
Qtvi yi youc parmananl mailing a<t(lioss. Do not oia th« 
addiaii of tha finnvcial aid olfica or any oUiar offica at 
a uriiuol 

3 Giva your locial hh:uiMv numbai Canefuny coi»y tht 

tH<inb«i fr<xti viiui lociat lefiiiity cinl 



I 
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10 



\ 



f i«i ,i» ihn dale v<Ki w^i« btvn Show moi>lh »\ ,i two 

inonlh vud woolil wm« '0'" «n ihut>o<«» ioi Monih " 
Wot* J iwu digit numboi foi llt« d^y Ttiv l>'l^< (lay o( 
lh« munih would "OS ■ W»n» »»» lh« litl iwo nuntl>«i\ 
t>l Ih4 v«»i f o' •.•<An»u«c l(Ki2 would ty* 0? ■ Thc<* 
(u<«. i( you w«'4 bold July & IQG? w<iU 



It-Lili L!i^J b£l 



Siairt Codei ti\t un pA9« 

M vou *tv * US inifffii ■ »t«< k bon ii) im lo 

(joffiiiyii J 0»et k tH)x It}) if vou Ji« o«>e i»« (h« »iiiliiwii»o 

U S (taiiuiiAl 

US U«"»«n«r)l •«tid«|i| Mtd yOu <>4v« I Ibl lU 

1561 

C'l<t4'i ol Ilia NiuTh«iii Marijiiji Ul^rnh 

Pftim.-«i-Mr)i (C}idc4ii of lho I'uii Titir.hiiv ihr 

Pat.dt< ULtitih 

• Ofh^f «ligilt1v rK.w> < JiKj VOM h*v* ui»* ir' lUc 

l<iiMwv>ng do<<>m^Mlt rroiri |r\* VJ S l*'>.n„j, il ; ji/nj 

I 1 71 

I '164A 

tiOilal OMlranl Ojliii (Ul ■"dtfl-r-.H. ,j/ i,) 

An lri«>fnor>l tfi^i vuM t'4wr ^>.',-> ur.t>it«>d 

O ¥<»,! I . tiw I- buh i*i iH Ihl yOil llltnl chcik 

U> It VOL th*vK (t ) , jMnui ijei J Qji.t. 

<j«j|ii} o< oih«> f v^tu'al ilLHlffii jid II vou .n iit« u S 
" "V if • 1 »i W tliidiiitl wii^ tt< J J I or J2 c-< 

•'■tj von «jr J Oj\k (jiAot M« oih^i t 4d«>ai 

tludMtt did 



Mfd O' Lvdirti'vvtl 



tjHr<.l< yoiii 11 trjilctji- Irorn July I >000 W» Jutif 70 j 

«96« Sltjderiu jif kiiM^ilv Iniitcd ID loiif lull yctfi of/ 

<M«ni .ti A (iith voJ» il «l vou aic „ridei i.)* 

tf«OQf«m .1migi<«d hy th*' . |u rtn,ij* ih^r'CJOui 

v«M\ tHt\ i>ol miJ>(i ili^n fiva yciti. O' l»l Ihp concg<> 
•«ilUii«d you to *jW« r<«u>ij.»l COiititl lh,l( kept you 



I you do iini hauc a O*cltnjo> » iitffj'nt .md 
il 'tol hav« oniM)v July ). 1980 



July > 1000 



vow wiH llJvO A liU.ht.-(oi 1 vlfQlil 

J 



Chctk v«i ■ il yi)u will hjrfK A dcg>c« '>>ai n vijual to a 
09chQ<ii>'\ dvqiOK I'om « onivmilly m jnoilt^i foolMly 
If vou ili«adv hdwc « D.irltcto^ detji«v y»>u i.<innot ^)Ct « 



L G'ant 



tht tgOOat school yc-i|t foi cMfriplv M yuo want 
fiojiKiat fiont Si«lUcinbvi J*)fiO ijii»'l A^nji IflUJ y,ju 
wvjuld till ,n tfi9 t>o»4i l>Vr tftti 



Section (1 Sttiduni't Status 

Wlk*n w« \jy "|)*'*nt " on thu form and iniliticiioni. wv« m««n 
youi mod<«< ^id/oi f«|lw» Oi »dOptivw M»'«n(S VVc dO tKll nwan 

fotiQf p*i«nit or guwxliani 

0«io'* yoo »iuw«i qu«iiion\ II. I? »nd II. irt«d «, b, c. and d 
t>«low 4n<l cliitCk bOM naxi lo iIik iituJlion thai o lot 
you IW* will i«(«i.you bact^ (o ih>i Ix>k iatv m (ho muructioni ) 
Tt««n antw«r qu«u»oni ! 1, 12 wij l.'l bawd ori wlucfi IXJx (a. b. 
(. ui di yoii c(>«cV«d 

I) A (*«i«n|i af a both living >nd man i*d to MCh olhj^. Ant^vsi 
tha Oor.Kioni in Section U ^boui thain 

I 

I i b Pai«o(i ar« divorced or iap«rat«d^Anit,v«r tho (iu«iliom 
■ n S#CUOfi 0 <0f tl^n Da'cill you llv«d wdh rtioit in tlio 
12 niontlt/ 

II vQiJ didn'i live wilii vidi«r paiom, Qtt yoi'i'vdd with tach 
paiftiil an equal nunil^vi ol dayi. aniw«i the Qutfitioni tn 
SKcnon U (oc tiitt uifeni wtin piovtdad tha moit lUfM^o'i 
^ to you in tho lait 1? monlitt (SuppQil nt«ani houiing. 
food, ctoihfi, cai. money, o» othvi Oun^t givm in yTiii I 

a. • 

1 1 1<CT«nt ti widowvti OI liiYgtt Aniwci th<j qunitioni mi 

Socnon 1} 4(xj(il thai smviving piiicnl 

I ' Il Paivnti aif (>olh d««l. Aititive* "No ' to qutnimni tn 
S<t.tiOn 0 and fill m Ui£ giay 9ti\wet\ on tlnf «oiI oi thU 



Ai»»»vuf «v«iy (]uvtl>o« loi Ood» yO»»I Th>l •! a lOlflt of IlH JitlVMri 
If vu" any <]uv^lion wo Will onuntc that ynti ilir«» 

I 

11 If v'Ju twed w'tli vOuf t>4(enl(i} moi« than Mm wovki 

* tulal ol *!? dayil irt 107?) o* l»Iaa to m J3(UI. yon niuu 

1^ If VOuf (knvnti clainic<t you On lti#ti 1979 tax i^ium oi 

■ I )h«v pi,in to fl>im VOU 'oi lOOO. you muit amwct 

Vov " 

1^ >t ynui n.Kfnu gave yOu mo<i* (han S750 worth of 

«(i0l)O(l n> Jft7S OI if ihoy i)l*n do lo m 1900, yoo 
n»uii on^wu* "Yci ' $t(ppoit mnan* nioney oi tlimyt 
iiVw houung, food, (ioilivi. iiirdical ami dnnml rant, aiu) 

l-O'tOQ? tOJtl 

Il you dniwtrted "Ym»" to any o( Ihtifl ifiMttioiti foi a«»v 
yi!*i you niu»i lill in ail o> Hit 9ic«n ilijKl^d amwf n on 
thii foidt Si-m hy ,iniwcfif>Q quntioni H ihrougl) 10. 
and then givw yOu* paiunli' fmiiicial KlforinatiOii Oo 
not Ml to the giav itlJdfll aniwflfS 

II voo an«wvicd "No" to all nx queitioni. yotintuil fill 
>. 'n all of tht Q»ay ifiatfod aniw«<i Start by amwcilng 

<)ue«lfOni 10 jni) 20. and lh«n yivv your and youi 
i|}Ot>ic'« Itnaixiai iii(»<matii)ii Oo not fdl in the grean 
ihaded actiwcri »_ 
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S»ction C Hovisuhuiii inforn>dtton 

f*fmA%* lo«>k fli ih« !>•.»» vvj 

V-<Mi 4iiuv«( <|<»«>((M>ni M IQ alKMil fhc<t^ 

St»t>fMi«nt M VOti <he«>i«(r iio« ■• Ml < 4lK>wa >ntti«K ■•1)111 

|N|(»iir( •{ifoiin<»l<iin il vilti«i 

you <iw««l wHti vi>«" vitfi)o<)(<((it («i\0 (»4r«fnr Km iih)|(> 
ili^ntiH vv^Ki .11 ii>;9 :ii «ii4ii lo <<> lUOO 

■ ii 

vi»ii' ti«tH.»^.eii! .n »o;y ..( iy».io 

M t>it*< k III* ll.>» 'ip. y,„:, t.jmi.U 11.,11-iit It, J, fj! vPj|,.v 

Shuyv ir>v iPflin'f viH. ijfv*» 'ii»<)i'iijl.i;n 'm 

•.>•» Ihit N»ir* f'.i p'>iiH(>l# ,» :itw»l giv« iri»iiMi;.n.MM 

ttfV't 'iiljiiiifiT h4N ^ii*** V>'ir 'I'titTM^l vl»-l:^ll^<•( 

<«t!(t«ni « Srftf fhtf St Jl** Coitii liti DO (>^jt4 OU 

17 <tiv« Ih** MufTlliVi -.if iMfi.'lirr /'111. tl«i "Olt \W<1' >ul>(»*/M 

rioivvvw" Inly » »')00 j'.tf JtJ">»« JO »08' r.M iij.jp v<..M 

VH*""''" Jlx' <.Mii -.ti'i»»-in(i'n( 
< hilifrfo li)i i.tilu <)l*>c« i>t>>>uU iM>rv > ihrv 'i««^v vv.rh 
"tipiw (h<tf> h^it «>' l!<r[i ti»l.l|.>V( (>i)iii v<*>i' 

}>.1i piUt 

18 (>»vu !h« >»(>i)ir4ir< oJ |rf>(ut>n fiKin .ifrtn i/ ni Uni.iuj 
vi>tjttirl> vvhij will (>p k^iiiig lit < oiling* *)' oif^*' v'^uiiit 
txrvuml IhK high m hi>^>l Irwyl l>«l^^■ft*'* Jn'v ' '900 i'nt 
J«>Mr 30 I<J (M- inti.nlut] hf(« tcHTs ilijitpMl iliutt 

.t»«* ofiiuilati Jl Iftjtl hjlf ii(>)« H^lf time iiu'jnt ihw 
tCuitVn? .« laK.im^l iptf^r 1) iii'<|i| h.)uiv Irun lt!h»- 

tcrtoi>i >ttwt OoiK '>,>.jn the ModoDt -ru.-.! iM dittfmiitiq 

SluiJvnt Und SpQUiv) MtfOTm^ltnri gr^iy'' 

Oiu(t iiifoi ■n^l'iiii ahttui ^oii'u>^l »()({ yi.tiir {hinlpandu' 
■nation o«' vinii tr>Ouvc ' 

19 Ciiv»» l^o MiiinhA' 1)1 i»f}uul« ">o« vou and vou« ttK^utV 
w.f( tuppo't t>«lw,x'«"» .Kj<v I 1900 ind Juno 10. »001 

vOui%«>l v-:>tir \(»ijut4 «n(J V0u( i|ft(.)0()dtf')| 
r|iil<lio» tncUttltf oUttff i}«uUi« untv ■( TttCV now live will) 
snti gttt >>iuie lhAi> ))«lf o' (hen vupriO't Nan) v'-'u J'Ul 

/■JU« \|iOMtV If VUi> 3(C lllflOplitit) (o gt^l in.lill0«l du iM)t 

?0 (jivp iUn OxOilivt of p^tH^lo f'uni it«ni 19. utchidnKj 

June 30 1081 ^0 be -nclurtCfi here, tf.xh tcuduiX n>uvf 
^ , t»o ••-»rt>ltv/'} l«atl ttiiri tit)>e tiair imtf i>to;int the 
tludor>> i\ lAVinij )eatt Q (.lodil tiuuit (M;> Iv'm |l (Uq 
'.uitci/u i>^«'v rl'icK 'inun. cMo tnnNinf r>ui\t lit; .iMcnd'Og 



Section O Income onO C xpenKC InforrnnMoo 

^ f III m lit* itpttwij^t in thit t«< lion iiimg you« uprcnu' 1070 1/ S 

(M'OKit 

^ I kll 1(1 lite ufttMft lit Ihit t«< lioo ut'itg YOU' U'ldvOui tpOut«'t) 
10/0 U S ■'M.itntt i»H ••lu'n (rotm 1040 Of <040A) ui ol>ittf 

itO.-Kkf ijl I («Mit * 

21 t.he< oitly o»i« txii. ^ 

Cl*cv>> Y«i .1 4 1070 US Ktcomo fax »eiui n lta\ t>«*i» 
iti w<M l>c l<i«<t Thwit yu u(t to «iueHion 22 

Chti K Nu •! « >970 U S ini:umo Ut lelum ttki >iut 
4iid ivill »ol t>« liliNt ^Tl>orv tki^t io <]i>CtIion l.0Avv 
iHiriiioni 22 |lt(tKJi/i ?7 ItlaPtV 

(;he» k Ihv Ikjk ih*i ijv* ''Ofn a conntiD^tod leium" i) 
lltc 19/9 US (oronie \(tx letijin hit tMi«'> Idlod Oul To' 
*{ii9tiu>iit 23 ihiougit 26 vo'^ ihooid co^y ihu antwfl«t 

(miiIi Ihv T*H l#l<lll^ 

(.hp< k Ihr hiia IhJt t^v^ "«tt(rn«|Qtj" il itie 197{) mcom* 
ti»K «eii"'^ PKti tKTc't liHcd owl f'Oi quQidoDS 23 
l»«iiii»<j»i 20 viHi \»mi»lM vvdie nt |hf» 1it)fnm\ Utsx \v«ll Oe 
i>it tl«i' Un >«hi(n 

23 to i troipriiMtt fiti 19/9 VV(i(r in (lie (luOttw ((o*'n (he 

» t >0'10 I'lio / .»i »0^0A. lino 6 

24 Ail|<i»ivil giott jitiu'iiu lu' 1970 WmIc lit ittn nonitidf 
^ h„-» f(Kin 10-10 hnp II *)• lO^OA, t.no 10 Do not 

iittltidr n^Ktingt liuni ttudout linnnci.ll .iitl prOgijnti 

2ri L( •■Mu">«- i'.)icl lot lO/O W'lte in ilte iiuntbci 

l.uMk fixMi laiO I II* 4 7 oi 11>40A. lin« 13 Do noi 
I i)|iv Tht' «rpiuu(tl o' "rcdc(<>l incoiiii) Inx vw'l1^')(il<) " 
li niti, J W 2 r u'Ht Oo iiu) include t9^«t (?.iid on t;ainpitgt 
liiiitt titrdv'tt fin.>n(i4l ak) |iiu<)rami 

2G ltrinivp*l *Ind*Kl.oiii foi 1970 W««to m t'lo r«umb*f 

Uoiti Itnu yj tjt l-Qiot KMU If deduction) WU'C not 
iicMiucd y> s r-o»tn UMOA \\ai Med, wril« m "O" 
(U«itiptiitt u' (Aim o^Viioit dv not uio 'iuii)t>r'i Itom 
S< iitnlu'vv C UI r ) 

27 (i.ttiettrd 100O adjuitcd gioii ■ntornii 

f 1^ Wi itc your p^'C'iti' VMi^cttKl jidtuttud giou mccnte fof 
lOilO Th'it >\ il)0 mmv typo o' income thiii was a^k«d foi 
Id i|uQtlion 24 

M iiootdoo ?n 

20 tntoiiio e.iificd lioni vVor(< ti\ 1070 

WiiK? lit lltif ;imount qI iiicoiik' i>aTi^<J from v%^iK ") 1070 

l>y la) yoijt faitiL*' anU (b) VQX" mother 

If ik<|>t)*d quv^tlont 22 thiough 27. mOttidi yOuf 

pairutt' HA'ningi from wO'k m 1970 U0 lui 0 to inctnd* 
tl(ll^e amOTjMii m tioAsnon 70 (UK "()|*u^' itoMlayvMIe 
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"Waoa* »«'*»!<« t<l>i. «<h1 oif>«f empluy«« cUnt^Mtnt.Kion" 
tiom voui oa'»»»ir Tuim t(>40. <»n« » oi KMOA lin« 7 
tl VOUI paiwM) ow»» • t>utM)«»s lit <»»m i>i»u unluil* ihe 

10 by («l yuu «nd lb) youi »ixxii<* Do not inilucf< 



Mcdicar And d«nijt (ix|>«n!«s m IQ'fit no( r>«id by 

I Wnle »n th«» aotount ot munoy Ihji you* p«i'«nii p«kl 
in JO/Q toi mc({*cat .ir»tJ d«ni4l «xi>«niei Do not ini.lud« 
Antuund co^(«d t>y ir>tuianr« o» tl»o coil ot mtutancw 
(Hcmiunu If y«ii» vAtt:nx\ lumijcd deductions on (heit 
»0;9 U S intnymt l»fi ««lu»n. w(Me m the tol»r f>< tittot 
2 ji»UO oi Foim 1040. Schcdyio A 



you tkipp<Ki qu<«f1K>nt i2 (htouv?) 27. ;ih.IikIc yom 
Und vOui w>uiJ(9'>) «Aioii>yt t(om work iM >9^9 O9 >u<«*^ 
l(j lAc-ludM ihmv 3nioui>t> in i^utiiuin 2i> (b) Othe» 

II you •n>w«i«d qu«ilk>ni 22 ihrouuh 26. ifK;lu<U the 
"VVig**. yQiatici. lip», ami c(np(oy6« i '.Mupent«i iod' 

f*oni vou' land yt>u« i|>ou>9 ») fottn lO-lQ l»n^ 0 01 
1040A. Iilirt 7 l< vOu \ot VOu» M>OuI«) Owfi A tHil'i)e\) tii 
t«»»n «lu> iniUidtt tUt ;iinoui)U hom Fo»m lOlQ i'f»« 
13 JiVvij 19 

So<:»l «Kor>ty tieno'ili <i)r 1079 

\ Wirt« in |h|» ii>i lal >*<(ii,iv b«n*iii) !h.>i yqo jixl your 
paranti,gul n* 19-7*1 (If tuie te> r>K (»»d» tr*« jii*y»»f»n irt^t 
VOui Oji«Mt« {f(it lo< <)ttldi4*it «iiul«i 10 

Wni« ii» r'»e «0" lal »«i«i<1v bflnct't* ttrsi yuu ij'-.o v'fui 
tpouicl got 1079 Oo to i»«(tuiU ih,- jin,n»in» {lui 
you (^»id VOUI ii«oii««) 'j'>« U\t tt»iujirf) ifftdp- 10 

Wi.TC .n yoi.i pditfnu ty70 notttA ««(>!•• ■•uiwri* mhri 



Wiito in rho jntount o* mon^y yOU Und y(ju» 

i|K»u»cJ j^Ml in 1070 *oi niBCftral and dentjl 
Do not trvcludo amouriti covcicd by <i»»uiiiK:e or »liBt.o»t 
ol iniufdnco picmtumi If yOii^jnd yoU» ipouie) itemt/tid 
(tc<]i(i.tio))S on YOMr 1970 U^i tncome t«x ictum. wlo 
in \tx^ toial of »iMO» ? nnd 0 of l oim IfMO. ScJ»edul« A 

31 t l»ii»entaiy. (umkm hiQJ» and rngh ichool tuit<nnn»din 

1970 

r. ^ Wtilc in lUn imouni ot mon^y VOu' na»»jnti |>aid m 
1979 foi clcincm,i(v r"'"«'Oi high .md hiQli ichoot tuH>on 
foi il)ilji«n in (hen rtomcriotd Du not include tuition 
thflt H»*v |i0id lOf yOij 

Wi.io m (t)* »nnH<ni <jl monfly tliji ygij jflOd yOui 
\t>"M»»i'l |Mij 1979 loi fteme»it«»y luniOi h,(jj, ,ind 
h.yh i( hoot tiiitum (yi v(hj( tltihtiAn 

32a t'.n'Hft^J 1900 MX .fli %emi .lY b«}nofiti 

^ VVi.rf .M yoiM ujienii ¥>«titTted jonaJ locudty Uonuliti 
toi 1900 Ttwi >^ tho yan^ti iy|ir- oi intoma that wo aikod 
*(n III (jiiL'ttiuit 1?9j 

Sk't» to SiMtiOn t 



> 



Wi<t« ill v«uf (jnd fuui M«>u*^%) 19/9 n(>i)t,i«rflilc 

incom© ot»»«i tt»3n »mi3» tf^-uMry t>rneti!» 

IugIuUh 

W«lfst4 bCi«i;t<U 
Cltiti] luiifmil 

IJn«nti>l<>vi<>«n| f onnuijn»» [ion 

Vctor.ini b^n«lit» «M<:«pt 4r]t>c;>|iOi).ll b*M)9tiM ri,(Ja 
0*f«l^> f^'(»n»if)i» jnd (J«|.)«i«lei>(TY <*i'd lr>d«»«>nity 
.Co*^i»L*en»3|ion {OlO bo»i«(it» 
Intel eit on t4K bi>nil% 

Untai^cd puMion o' p«niion% and «:n|>il^l ^3ini 

L'^iMQ jnd Kuuii»»g ^iiowatn-ui (cflih r>9v'n*^«> o» 

vjiioe) 

Cjfr>iny% fiOn» woiH Ih^l /ini not rwpoilcil 'jn j tj S 
• ncor'tii lAn I pIui i» 

A«y olh«i intt»mi^ Ihji yt,M iSid not i»iiud« .i» ^ny 
ut^«i ^{(ivition 

Do tWl incfkHlM 

Motyy \twn %(ud«<it |)(OQ(«nu l«duk-4lit>i)jl 

lo«*T wo>k itudy entOKiQ^. Qi.mti >>> (Cboljnlupii 
V«t\ia»t» t)ei>«Mi tOi «(Juidtion (Vctci«i<i m 
OcDClU^^<»^l» f t ion aI Ai<iiM;»i)c« f*n>giaii»»> 

Ad,u»lm«nii to 'ncomte »tpo'tod on tri« 1079 
incom»!» rjx mtu»n (f oifw' l(Wni tmo* ?U snij JO^ 
Af»y incixnc iffpotlcd m «fu*i%ttOn ^■l 
Ca*(» <atut< v>f gift* and M>p|>t^i|. otltfli tbgn (Tionoy 



.'12b f spo trd 19y0uti»i'i nun ».in,ibty u»Lonn» 

^ WiiTo in vt'iji jMienf/ otr»cM lion jaiobic 'ntoii>u «j\|j«ct»)d 
jti 1900 Thij IV ihc »3rtm tv{»p o' incomo Xl»at \vc .iik«d 
foi III 4|uc»tU)'» 20b 

3**it) to Soction f 

.1^ StUftenl'i (iind ipoiitfr t) tulat incom« fn 1979 

^ W( to lit yuui (and. 1 1 you ai* mamcd youi i(>ou\r'i) 
(ut^l 1079 t.i>i,iDfo KH'ome niniui US iiHOf"t; \ax paid 
4nil total 1970 nunid>,ahlft inco'nr 

I naobttf ii)<:on)i' Kittudci 
Wages. i;tf3)ict. .md tipi 
. tit^ufcit and dividend inroin« ' 

r Any othiji mtonio \v»tl Im) lOxpd 

Otf nne 10 lubKaci ftoft* l«i««l>tr incoii)« 1979 uK:«nnj tjx 
Mn»d ISfti Fixnri IMO. hno 4 7 ij< form 1040A. Jine 13 J 

Ni.ii)(9\Abte lnfon»9 inf tij(j« the lypei o' UflnpfHs 
hsiod in qocition 29h 



Nolo Do not »nclud« bcovfM} you horn the G I 
UijI flnd VciLianj Of OitpiMuJenU tdurjuooal Aimunce 

iwotif Jtodv UJiniiig*. ijijiiti »cltol«tif»<p» r*C > 
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Section E Atrsoi inform^uoA 



f You rtiuft Qive Htto«nijtion a(>ouI V«iu« 04(«nll i>t < 

quvitKMii 34 lhio<i^h if Ch«(k th« )n}tMKt)uiM lo« Wttont 
0 jnd C to i«* 'MhtcU t>*oP'(* <■ ui'Oi vuof pA'«<itl 
\ 

VOu mt^l Qive tntui nation «OoiM v«hji IshO yt)ur Ht<HH«'\) 

t«iO'idt*d t«ofn vour ipuuia, do luit iiH.'l«Mt« nuiiort on 

tut o« Mien 

Do not indiHi* partotial u* <;onvl'rM«' lojiu ih^i ii* ttot 
r«i«tMl ti> ihi i|}«ti tiii««{ 



^W«U« m thii loial o( vOui (jrid, \t you it<i miinNd. yOui 

Horn* il yCKi Own a hom«, mduiJ^ tlin v9lua of (ti« 
I^Ofn* tiTpnin w'ui yoo Ow« On l() 

Ot(«iii >p4\ onnm and nwaiTmont} - itKludc Xl*« Vilnn 
Irm*^ wTtai you Ovvi> on llxtm} 
C-(Jajin<jj and 'sirto ujf.lodH rh« vatoo {mmtn vwliiT 
yOu owrt on.lh*"') 



^•^ou'ii of m(»fi«v I'ut <i III sav^nQt ^nd ih«ck>iig 

ACuu««it tudAy Do not ifu liiile mu'wv (itim qriJiti .it ioii4> 
jitam ot (j'snit 



l<on><> Wmo 'n hojy 



1^ rrt^^ Mil 



'1 «vofih 



3«. 



Tlmn wilt* m hdw mii« h n ,>vvv«t i>n ihc h»)in» iiuliidtntj 
th« piO}«(it n>O'iijA0tf And «ol«i«il t>oO(\<no iho ^(xoc 
CI*<H.K wtth Ilio moilyogtf » t>rn|iai»v ' vt^i tJ<i i»ot Ki»i»« 

Ol^«' rtJtJfC .('vVXirifiiM n i huiv in*« ri 

Ot>\«( (<A> oM«t« :nw41l:n«i)tl #iv «vO>t<i UhJ4v 

lnv«iimirnn inrUidk tntii lumK "Vt»i'>i\ DundJ And 

Olt««« lCCi>»itiOI 



iiHi iiwftM mailt} 



owrttl iin •i\t^t' »f J' CMjI*" 



DiilHiCJ} arnt »jnn VVnte m ihfl v^lu*" «i( (he jncl 
ia»f» Mi< iwijv t'i« va'iic i>( ij'Mi t>«*><difi(|t m^C'i Ki'iy 
e(Itjiit>rneiit jmrpiJl} iitv«*«»loi iW^ Do "Of if^ Un)!* |f>i' 

ntv^^Hii 35 I 



I If v<Ki« L'Sienli a«« -"^ot «*■!■ \olc nwi'o«\ vv«'i* 



i>niY 



Tli9/f. wnn; ifi whai owoil i)i» th» Ou»ino^l 0« taitn 
lntloM<!» thQ pt4\toi >rtu"QJV« *«n.l t*lj(u(1 ilwh!i f»>i 
whicli Hid bimntfii o' (aitn wudt t^Cft »i Cf>l'9t«'t3l K 
yoo' p^afonii it« lUit 'lio tt><rowoet% ivinc >p Only Midf 
ihatii of lt<o U>t4l (tehi 

K yilLi 4«nft yout \pOoJul >'« nol (('C ^ul« ownetj kVrilC 
in onty VOUI ituie ot tho tiXAl btiiitic}} jnd fami v-itu0 

Tlwn. wiilv in wtijl >\ ijwcd un ihg iiuvine}% 0« f«'m 
Include niitv lilt) pf»>Yo(i( (noiitpgc a'ld debts fot 

whicl* Jfii boJ'nujj o« farm wcfC uicd ai colUtctal If 
yO»f land yoo* JJWoSq) J«« «iOt '''C «o'» v»win;is wntc iTi 
only yOii« iliiitu c>( tlio total dct)( 



S>tii> lo I'of f 



AH itudnnuMnmt fill out Sections F & Q 

SflCtion F **;iudont'> (nnd Spouso ^) IxpeclotJ Icjcomu 

-Itt W»ilc n« the amount of local iecoitty twiiiFfiti yoo wiU 

9et p«' munth {(oni July 1. 1980 through Jun« 30. 1981. 
iind t'le numbit of motitb) dunnij ihu Iiniu that you WiH 
ytt itioiO iHincltTJ 

40. wMc m tli« amount of V«ta«in} rUuCatmnil n«nflfitl 

you wiH pnt month (tom July 1, 1B80 through 

Jtinc 30. 1981 ,itid Hi« rionibr* of monthi dormg tlm 
x>t\\f thdt VOU will Qci tboio b«*ioluv Inr.luds ooly wliai 
yiKi will QOt liom tht C,l HitJand VtttvrHMTOr QependKnti 
t«tucatiO(ijt Aittitancc Pio<j*ami It yOij *i« not iufr nf 
how much vOw 9*" *:0''«''H./ youi total Voteiani 

AdoiiMnttatton office Do not Ojciud* Oealf« .Pcnjion 
^rn\ OdficndtiiCv and indnmiHty ('.on>nc*>llIiQn (0!C} 
bennrliu Include IliOtr .iniounll nl rHntllion 41 

•11 Nomas jblR incom«> W»it*r m tbo total ^imoont o* noo 

tdtJt)!? inco'nf yoii fa«ul yooi Jiwui«i| axpect to yet 
Itoni iHly 1. Ifl00th«ooyb Joni:30, »9U0 

Include: 

VV*Haie b«n«fiti 

- O'tUMuwoit foi yooi thildinn 
Uncni|iloynient toniprn}it«oM — J 
Soti.i' lucority liftnefili cix<:«'()l tho»« \\tver> m 
Qoeition '19 

Voieiani bflnulitl. ext«p» thoi« givpn lo qiieiti<)n40 
lnctud« tl«fllb Puniion jnd OepcndflMcy inU fndmnnity 
ro'npomatiOn (OIC) bonolitl 
lnt«it!il 01) lA'i ''ee iKindt 

- Untaxed puftioiu oi pfiuioni capital gjinj 
■■ Liv«ng ond hooMog nJInwuiVfei Iciih psymeiitj oi 

valua) 

A^iy othar income noi 'epiirtfld eliewlufe (hit ij not 
}oIijm,t to incotne tnx 

Do noi iiKloda monoy fiom itudsnt aid piogtami 
IndoradtiMAl loani woik itudy airnlnyt. Qfanti. or 
irjiotaiifiipi} 



42ii 8ib T»x»litB incoint Wnii* in (h« tolai Mnounl o< lavabl* 
iiMoiiie tlixt (a) you Jnd ib) voiit ipoutf •Ni>«ct to u«t 
du'iny Ills 3 month MimiOfli of 18Q0 an(( the 0 month 
\cHoof yff«r of 1000 01 

li)cttld«: 

- Wh}ri. Klaiifi. Ami lipi 

- liiteruil add (liytdonil inCome 

Any olhoi iitco'O* lJ>at vviU b« laxed 
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Wfita m |h« nant« And jdUrvv> of ll>0<o>(«Oi» vtK. w>>l b« 
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UAck w.iiun tou< wv.*kv o» «no«>ii «t)i>liCd('On form 
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I ^ HousK OF Representatives 

bUUCOMMITTEE ON Po^TSECONDARY EDUCATION, " 

Committee on Edu^iation and Labor, 
'rr., ■.' ' Washington,' RC 

Edwal^d^'' ^'"''"'^ Representatives Ford, Bailey, Jeffords, and 
St^ff present: Thomas R. Wolanin, staff director PatnVia P 

iThui H^' ^^r^thmg will happen as it is supS to this morn"^ 
n?i.^ "."^ P'-edictabre. We have not been having the b^t of 

luck m the last couple of weeks in scheduling our hearings . 

The committee today will contiune the discussion ofThe feature. 
of the administration's reauthorization proposal that reDresent thf 
most significant departures from current law. TodaftKmrnittee 
will conside^, the administration's recommendations with reTp^ct to 
the programs of giant aid to students, the Basic Grant and the 
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant 

in brief, the administration is proposing tn moHJfv tK^ k • 
grant maximum award and the red'^acfion scheduTe! to'^pe^mit^The 
use of average rather than actual costs 6f attendance unTer the 
basic grant program, and to increase the maximum SEOG award 
Today s hearing ,8 intended to complement our hearir^g held last 
JeaUn^^fh 7^^''V' considered the administrS's%ropo S 
administration and management of the student 

(415) 
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Our witnesses this morning include repi-esentatives of the admin- 
istratioft;-«students, financial aid administraftoK^and institutions of 
postsecondary education. 

I would like at this time to invite to come forward Pet6r Voigt 
and Diane Sedicum from the Bureau of Student Financial Assist- 
ance; Bette Hamilton, representing the American Association of 
Community and Junior Colleges; Jerry Roschwalb, National Associ- 
ation of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges; Peter Gossens, 
National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities; Don 
Holec, director of financial aid at Purdue University, National 
Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators; and Joel 
Packer from the United States Student Association. 

Without objection, since there is no one here to objeat, the pre- 
pared statements that have been submitted by the members of the 
panel will be inserted in full at this point in the record. 

[The prepared statements of Bette Hamilton, Jerold Roschwalb, 
Peter Gossens, Don Holec, and Joel Packer follow:] ^ 

PuKPARKi) Statement ok Du. Bktte ]I. Hamilton, American Association of Com- 
munity AND Junior Coixeges and the Association of Community College 
Trustees ' v 

f 

Mr. Chairman and memberaf of the subcommittee: I am pleased to present the 
views of the An^erican Association of C^omniunity and Junior Colleges on the Carter 
Adminiatration 8 plans to reauthorize the grant programs of Title IV^ We are still 
studying the various provisions and may submit additional comments for the record 
at t\ future time. 

The Basic Educational Opportunity Grant program (BEOG) 

We regret fhat the Admini8tratio*» would continue the inequitable treatment oC 
low-income students who attend low-priced institutions by extending the one-half 
cost limifcition in the BEOG program. In his testimony of March 1979, Secretary 
Califuno proposed three possible solutions for dealing with the half-cost ^problem. 
UnfortunateG'^ none of these was considered and the problem of discriminating 
against the poort^t of college students (those with zero family contribution) remains 
with us. We sincerly hope -the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education will 
address the inequity of the one-half cost provision for students with z^ro family 
contribution attending low-tuition college before the lower priorities of increasing 
the maximum BEOG ceiling or making more guaranteed loans available to middle 
and upper-income students are enacted. 

We oppose the Administration's attempt to compute social security survivor bene- 
fits ana veterans education benefits as student assistance grants, half of which 
would' be applied to the cost of attendance in determining awards in the BEOG 
program. Both social security benefits and th^j 01. Bill stipends are entitlements, in 
most cases used for family subsistence and Ihey sh(Xild not be confused with the 
student aJssisUmce programs of Title IV. Workers paid into social security to protect 
their children; and veterans gave of their time and endangered their hvos to serve 
their country. Veteran education benefits are a G.L Bill of Rights, an entitlement, a 
bonus. for services rendered. _ ^i i/ownvTA/^ - 

We suggest that the term "cost of attendance , aa it is use<:l in bee. 41l(ZXtJAi Vi m 
the Administration's draft bill, be expanded to include: the cost of child or day care 
while the parent is attending classes, and the coet of transportation for commuters, 
(f h^ commuter allowance of $1100, determined by current regulations, is in lieu of 
charges for room and board. Commuters likewise must pay for room and board, and 
trans|)ortation which has sk^T^ocketed in recent months due to energy costs ) 

We are concerned with the reduction schedule outlined in Section 411(3XB) as it 
specifies the priority of payments in any yfear that funds are insufficient to fully 
satisfy all entitlements. It is stated, "Any schedule .established by the SeCretar^ 
shall contain a single reduction formula in which the percentage reduction in-, 
creases uniformly as the entitlement decreaagp, and shall provide that no payiiient 
of less than $200 shall be made on accounPof any entitlement." We think it is 
important to clarify that any reduction formula established by the Secretary in 
which the percentage^ reduction increases uniformly as the entitlement decreases 
relate to entitlemehta before the application of the one-half cost rule. (If the one- 
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"triaaJ^f Adininietration has decided- to delete the funding/threshold 

triggers for the campus-based programs. These "triggers" have been ven/h«lnf„) 
m keepmg the appropriation levels in the campus-bas^*^ pVograi^s aTroJisUc^S 
ArsKV^U'r^S? --^^^ ^he^MiJdV-^rci^'ltS^^^ 

The Supplemental Educational Opportunity Qmnt prvgram (SEOG) 
W^^^a'I.^.Th'^*'. "'^««-Than-Half-Time Student Bill" introduced by Representative 
Ic^ from $200 '^^ '^"^ P''^^"^ '^""^^d ^ be 

Sn£°£ rpT 8— :sftr2 m t^w^rsstii^w^r-f^ 

• S 9FOr ^T^^'^ P^t^"^ "'^ SEOG program be allowed r.jL gome o^U^ff 
their SEOG allocation for needy less-than-half-time students. 

Student Incentive Grant Program CSSIG) 

We support Section 4ir,C(aX2) which allows states to make awards to st.identi, 

zs. .rnSKthtiSimr'^ ^--^^ - — " -Td^ 

0//ier prooisions 

We oppose the definition of "satisfactory proirress" in 5Wtinn dQ*-. TKo - • 

S'o^^ir&?^,r;^-£^^ 

>nS=tiSsi^^^^ 

-^atf th^^r^'"."] ^^^^^^X^Xk) would be-dupli'mivrS ex'tSm^ y ™ostTy^ 
Ct on^ni I 7:^ r' *:Tv.^'w institutions in exce^l oT?100 milUon 

Nationally to implement the Vocational Education Data System Unit recoXnW 
be kept on all students at a community and junior coMcKe be^ausp t k H^ffi^nU f 
de^rnunewho constitutes a "vocational education'' Sent " '° 

iZsSL^ ^r 'T'^^'^'t^ "^f'^'^ P™t«^^ the students, ways should be 
survey^s^Hnri" Z thVf'.f ' "^'^T' ^^''^^^^ "ational averag^ 

tKt=™-- 

Eta^C^p™"lf^tr''^""^'^"^ f^^^'^" ^^^-^ mentioned 'ir'theSupp'e' 

teady ciht^ lw^^^^^ ^^'f-^^^^* provision. WouKudenta al 

Wd thTsTOoLKf'^r ^ K^"""'^ ^ "'«^«-"P °" additional $700 in self-hefi 
ri^ltl V ■ «elf-help factor be part of the one need analysis formula? 

de^ ^n±Kork to^tTdtdva^ of indejendenr^tudent. Such a 

99 ^/p«r« rAA \ tne disadvantage of truly independent studenfe less thnn 
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Prepared Statkmknt of Jerold Uoschwald. Director. Ofi-ick of Govkiinmentai, 
Rklations/Hioijier PJuucation. on Behalf of National Association of State 
Univeksities and Land Grant Collkok^ 

comments on administration proposals for federal student AS8lrfrANCK GRANT 

programs 

•Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, the National Association of 
Stfite Universities and Land Grant Colleges is grateful for the opportunity to apj>ear 
before you once again during this year's hearings on the reauthprization of the 
Higher Education Act. The views of the Association on amendments to current law 
have been submitte<l either dirtKrtly in testimony by representatives of the Associ- 
ation or jointly with other associations. The^e recommendations have included 
several major proposals that would affect grant programs. We understand that the 
uruose of this morning's sefjsion is to restrict our comments to proposals submitted 
y the Administration on the fetieral student assistance grant programs. 
The Administration's comprehensive proposals for the Higher Educafion Act con- 
tain some very detailed recommendations, e.g., as they would affect loan programs. 
And they, therefore, allow for more specific evaluation and comment In the area of 
grant programs, the prt)ix)sat8 are somewhat skeleUil In fact, the Administration's 
proiK>sals may bc^ most significant where they are silent and fail to comment at alL 
One great disappointment is that the Administration appears to have regressed 
from its preliminary U-stimony of March, 1979 in which it identified problems that 
nc<^ded to be dealt with that affect the most needy students in higher education 
institutions. 

The problem may lie in an apparent mi\jor premise behind the propJosaJs: if it 
costs, it 8 bad; if it saves money, it's good. Most assuredly, in the current critical 
economic situation, efficiency in the use of funds and prudence in appropriating 
them provides a valid basis for determining how to allocate scarce federal dollars, 
ilowever, to rely on that premise alone leads to the kind of strange behavior we saw 
one year ago when in the midst of a battle to enact the Middle Income Student 
Assistance Act (MISAA), the Administration proposed a more than $200 million cut 
in BBOGs in an appropriation bill on the floor of the House, Surely the Administra- 
tion did not seek to undermine its own initiative, but an overreliance on OMB 
thi,iiking may result in suggestions that are bright but not smart. 

Before turning to some central issues that were either ignored by the Administra- 
tion's proposals or touched on superficially, it seems appropriate to seek sound 
recommendations by the Administration that deserve the Consideration of this 
'Subcommittee. Those include the recommendation to permit institutions to use a 
school-wide average of education costs in calculating the basic grant aWard rather 
than requiring institutions, asjs now the case, to incur large administrative costs by 
determining actual charges for each student. Permitting institutions to carry over 5 
pt^rcent of SEOG and College Work-Study funds to the next year likewise recognizes 
the complexities of administering 8tudent,aid programs. 

Also wise is the proposal to extend BEOGe to the fifth vear with regard to the 
recommendation to amend section 404 as regards to packaging student aid pro- 
grams. I will rely on the experience of our colleagues in the National Association of 
Student Financial Aid Officers. The notion of "packaging" already exists. The 
Administration's proposals suggest that current practices Produce inequities. The 
Administration also recognizes the need for the local student aid officer to have 
discretion in waiving self-help requirements. It has been our experience that be- 
tween ,the rhetoric and \he execution shadows often fall. We support changes in 
legislation that would enhance equity without concurrently undermining the capac- 
ity for institutional aid officers jto make adjustments they understand best from 
their vantage point on the campus. - a 4^ 

There are other proposals related to grants, if not directly involving amendments 
to grant programs, that appear somewhat enthymematic, in that the Administra- 
tion sets for the valid major premises, appears to ignore minor premises entirely, 
and then draws the wrong conclusions. An example is the manner in which the 
Administration deals with information to be provided to students and administra- 
tive cost allowances. Currently, the two are bound together causing confusion in the 
minds of institutional officials over when they have fulfilled the reouirement to 
provide adequate information to students, and may spend part of the administrative 
costs allowance on other aspects of administering the federal student assistance 
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programs 



Part of the administration s proposal makes entirely ffood sense; separati^ng these 
two ideas and requiring every institution to meet standards for providing informa- 
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8tnH.«nt I f w P7«pectivc.8tudent« us a basis for eligibility to roceivo {Moral 

nrn„??, " f 'ho principle of-tho Administration nniufrinR institutes S 

fibril "^"^ ''^'^'"'^ '^^l '■^^'"'i^^ '« «tudent«. We are crcen ed thn? 

what ho AH "J"^ «° ^^^^ right direction It LToTc ear 

placement data on ,-ecent Rraduates if the institutions are prepurinK students for 

an?0 thov wi r J^".''! " 'nstitutions that ^old out to student^, an assur- 

what their omnl^v,?."/"^'^' f "r^u"'^ of studying at those institutions to show 
wnai their employment riKrords of their students has been The l<>xt we hnvn «»«n 

ZTr r ^i,f b« required tol^ome'invo!v:d i^^I'^cS 
mint '»«tiJ»ti"nH »"r the federal govern 

istliuv^'I-o&Tal'low^^^^ '"r" »^KK«>ting. in effect, that adniin- 

ntion hnf kI . ? ^ ^ subjected to appropriations consider- 

ation, but be autonmtjcally appropriated. This, of course, is not a new idea Th. 4 
percent institutions may retain from their allocations^r^Z-bVed^r^i^^^ 
^rSS^ri^G^^k^^hrr. been in the law aL^&S sZWw'as 
SSv rcS n..^,fl ''Z '''' chairmmi oflhis Subcommittee tSLoro 

aacquau,ly rcllect actual costs incurre<l by institutions. Had the admin istrntinl l*.f> 

Slnt^[rrniS-:^""?^'""''"r'pg^ "1""^ ^"'l 'hen rJ::omnTend^^^^^^^^ he 

cuuent $10 capitations for each GSL recipient and each BEOG recipient be changed 
from hne item appropriations to uutomatTc appropriations, th^y 3d Lwe reaTn 

SL^ntrtf; """^J^" """'^^^ '^"^^ have a paradoxielsSiof It wrthc 

SnH. nlr T^^^ on cutting back on the Housed recommendation to"nSeS the 

'" be'cmi^S' tri'a '$10 n^'^JT^' ^^e". that the only administrative coat allowance 
invnlv^ n ,n„ V. *;k . '^'^h aided student (unduplicatod count) feally 

Involves a mryor cutback in current support for institutions Even Nsdthout the 
ci tation programs funded, institution^, fcad available to them approx^maS $45 
null.on this year. 4 percent of the more than $1 bUUon cainpus-C nSftm« 
appropriations. Had the Administration's propo^l been in ScC th^nstuEs 
would have received approximately $40 million-a more tl^^in 10 wrSit o,t MoT" 

■ oyer, the Administration's proposals wo.uld result in untendabC XfL of tds 
among institutions, primarily large institutions, both pubUrand private such ^ 

eS;iniiiYu'rtt":taVt*^%"*'^ 

'"7'v*^a the student ajd programs since the r nception. For oxamule one 
Rnvat<.- institution that receiver more than $2 million in cinus 
ZhXcTT" h"^ 'han $80,000 of that to help pay /or pVt ofTvery 

i "^r^ ".""^ ^'^r^'^': aid office operatfons incluC pfo^S 

Xs%b irZrrthS. Toi?si'TT\'^\'f'r?'''' '""'y distributrg^s t^ 

it iT ^^^v^ 

sSe nnnrnn" K^^'" 1^"^ ^T^"^ Capitation for BEOG studente ZothTi ; 
Prrran7rChrln'''°H'^" an automatic l percent appropriation for Uielffi 
program, Mf. Lhturman and members of the committee, several of the association;^ 

oXe^"STnsti[ut?orV''^"^Hi2^'"^*T''^^« regresentipg student. Sn "a?d ' 
oniL.ers, and mstitutions have been working togetilBr to present a fi lllv H«fn.lJ^ 
rocommondatmn on administrative cost allowance to the coSttce h^ t 
have them to you within the next two weeks. commuice. we hope .to 

h T \^ «i"°'her paradox in the Administration's proposaU, wholly consistent 
with thelaudnble campaign in the Administration to have tVo ConSw aunroSt; 
necessary funds for research. The Administration has proposed a ^^iStFye £ 
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title VII that would provide funds for Research facilities Wo certainly ondorae that 
proiK>8al. However, to be consistent, wc think the Administration might have given 
some attention to grant support for graduate studenUs, Two decades ago, this sub- 
committee created the predoctoral fellowship program in title IV oi the National 
Defense Education Act that helped cretxie an extraordinary cliai)ter in the develop- 
ment of graduate study in this nation Currently, there is very little m the way ol 
grant aicT going to graduate students. We are concerned that the data we have 
begun to assemble shows that family income plays too great a role in determining 
which students will go on to graduate studies. We believe that consideration needs 
to bo given to tfte possibility of establishing as a separate stipment of the SEOG 
program, authority for students, during their lu-st year of gi|\duaU> study, U) be 
treated as they were while undergraduates and to receive SEilGTS. We believe this 
Will encourage many students from low-income families, stude^ta who may already 
have accumulated sufficient debts that will discourage their ^nsideration of gradu- 
ate? study, notwithsUnding their talents and genuine interest from going to giadu- 
ate scho<jl. It is the first year of graduate school where the student establishes his or 
her abilities and can better compete for assistance in subsequent years by working, 
on research grants and attracting other institutional support, or developing the 
confidence that justifies bor rowing to complete graduate studies. We emphasize that 
any siich program needs to be adminisleied separtely from the^ undergraduate 
SEOi} program to ensure that no incursion is made on limited SECK} funds for 
undergiaduates and to allow for dLstribution of funds in a sYsUmi'that will have the 
funds directed to where the nocdy students are atUmding school. 

Mr Chairman, we were given to understand that the Administration has recalled 
its bill to make changes necessary that may have resulted from submitting the bill 
" without ample time to prevent omisj^ions. One of the main problems of the proposals 

of the Administration is what English teachers U^nd to call the absence of parralle- 
hsm, a complex form of iucoivsiHtency. The Administration undersUnds that the key 
to curbing inflation is productivity and that research leads to productivity, and it, 
therefore; encourages support for research. Similt\rlj^, the Administration recognizes 
that we must admit to the increased cost of education, and therefore, suggests that 
the maximum award 'in the SECKi program hv. raised by one third and that the 
, aggregato awards bi* raised even more. However, since the Administration this year 
has requestiKl less funds for the SKOG program rath(>r than more, the recommenda- 
tion necessarily would result in fewer needy students receiving larger awards, or, 
since student aid otriccrs must behave retisonably even in unreasonable circum- 
sUinces. probably no meaningful change if the institutions have no more fu'^^. 
distribute than they do now. (The Administration drops the threshold for funding 
SEOG before BEOG. lx)gically, and to be reasonable, if we raise the BEOG max, 
mum. we should raise tire threshold— a figure of 1{1450 million seems right.) 

In the BEOG program, the Administration sort of hints at the problem of infla- 
tion by saying that should appropriations permit, the maximum BEOG award may 
exceed $1,800. To be consist^-nt and recognize the impact of inflation, the Adminis- 
tration should ask for sUtutory language that would require increases m the BEOG 
maximum award, ptjrhaps by small one hundred dollar increments for several years 
during the life of this bill. Otherwise, four or five years' from now, even under the 
most optimistic hopes for curbing inflation in the United States, an $1,800 BEOG 
might be worth only $1,500 or less- . . - - , i • 

It is at this point, that th(^ Administration violates its basic principles. Early in 
the Administration s testimony it calls for action assuring that "every student has a 
fair chance to receive federal education benefits" and that "every student has access 
to all the education he or she can Uike/' The Administration then recommends 
doing nothing with the onerous so-called half-cost provision. If inflation provides a 
simple logic for the need to increase the maximum of BEOGs and SEOGs, basic 
equity requires that, concurrent \inth such changes (or before such changes if ^^^^^ 
ft choice nad to be made among them), the half-cost provision must be modified.. 
Many witnesses, appearing before this committee in the last several nionths, have 
suited the problem very simply. That provision in the law succeeds only in depriv- 
ing the most indigent students at the least costly institutions of desperately needed 
assistance. All oi the arguments regarding the itted to modify the half-cost provi- 
sion have been presented with data and passion. They comprise part of the hearing 
record this year, and 1 need even delineate them. Suffice it to say that a change 
that inct-eased the m^lximumfi of the BEOGs and SEOGs would provide still more 
funds to- middle-income families, particularly those the committee wisely made 
eligible for BEOG support in last year's MISAA legislation. However, those.tens of 
thousanddt of students whose awards have been cut annually by the half-cosf provi- 
sion would hot benefit at all from those increases of the maximum. 
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onT^apDrSntolv Sl^ ^""^^^1 "^Ould be aware that for 

hn f>?^'^7n T„ amondment thatj would change the hiw frorft 

mm^rlr lT^^'^A- '^T ^""'"P'^' ^""'^ ha^<^'" positive i. pact o^ 

800.000 relatively indigent students, since all g those Arfida wouU go t« atudents of 

uZSJ:rrT r 'han.$19.000 and the vSt nuyorifc of tho^, folk™ wou Wgo 
Tu^Slf ^e' c^tr"'"' ""'" ^"'^'"^ .nuxin,uinru'l3 L> 

Another item that the Administration doea not address is the question of eouitv 

in ?i';)erf<)7r""^"''°:^"'^*^^- '^.^^ ^'-'^^ alLTanc„ estobUshS- 

r^in i » I cutting BECXJ grants only for very-low inconu^ 

?t„» 'natitutions who live off-cimpus in private housing D^te 

"""^^ °" '^'"P"" institution^ dormitories in $1 S whiS 
?nn " academic pefiod ranges between $1,600 and $1 800 

Keepmg innation in mind once again, we may assume that daring he Tfethne of 

^ain 1} -^T""" the^ co^^ '"«y rise to Zur$2 000 QnCe 

again, if we are to assist those who need assistance most, simply rAisinc the 
maximum grants will not suffice. Increasing the commuter aHowance to rn^t actuaJ • 
costs would assist about half of the 800.000 students now alTecS bv thThalf 

ruid"r:?uSCfet?f"'"\rr'^'°"^^ the^'h'tid':,';' c 

I^nr.;,: n reasonable to raise the maximum BEOG award 

UK^r^l toelf'?n M Administration, the AdminisSon does not 

Ke^t L the ^^•'".Secretary Califano testified before this committee, 

fhref;:^^^^ 

Another omission by the Administration is less understandable since a Question nf 
equity once agam could be addressed, and this time without onTudget c^te In 

S^rie^relS^^^^^^ 

m.tVUus"tm^"i; Sie'T"""' reaffirming -our belief S thi" r^SveTy 

th?Z ?°1 ^^^""^ Administration maxim that may be stated as one of 

nroi i^ 'TA " P™^'«"^ '° ««i«tence. then in one SnTeTn ito 

proposals the Administration has found the solution where we do n^t Lve « 
Tratt' redefining the independent student EarTy in the aIi in is 

tration s July 9 testimony, there is a statement that "America's vounK D^Se rit 
our most precious national resource." That emph^is on ''vn.,na° .^L'^ 

time It also suggests an unusual discrimination against the not-LvounV th^ni^ ;^ 

8 irt\h^ ^"^^^ H the amount of 6E0G grl^tT but it 

wiujiny inmiiy. Similarly, the social security survivors benefits nre n nnti^^oi 
insurance program. The arnount repeived by families 7s determined not bv the 

SrsZnefi'i SSJ'in th'e' ^'^\ T^"'^^ -cipients o'^ti^f sSiH^^ 
iT^^Jf l^? ^"f "'^f \n the gimplest sense of that term. It is also true thnt 
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' ' Pkkpaked Statement of Petkr J Gossens, Dirkctor ok Government 
Relation?. National Association of Independent Coixkoks -and IInivers^tih3 

Mr Chairman and members of tho aubcommitt^: My name is Potor GossenB, 1 
am Directoi- of Govermnent Rolationa for the National Association oi Indopi^ndont 
CoHoges and UnivorsUios. NAlCU endeavors to serve as the unified national voice 
of indendont higher education, and tho legislative proposals I am pre^sonting today 
reflect a broad consensus among the 800 colleges and universities. 42 tjUte associ- 
ations, and 26 national, regional and special purpose associations which comprise 
the NAICU membership. ^ , r i kiau^-tt* 

I appreciate the opiwrt unity to appear before you today to give you INARAJ s 
vicWs on th(? Administration's proposals for reauthorization of the student grant 
programs contained in Title IV of the Higher Education Act. ^ ^ . . , » 

lA»t me say at tho outset that we are pleased with some of the Administnition s 
proiKwals for tho three federal student grant programs, in that they suggest clarify- 
ing and simplifying amendmentB which will serve to reduce some ol thj^ existing 
administrative problems both at the institutional level and within Oh, but are 
disabpointed with others which tend to restrict the availability of student grant 

^" Among those proposed changes are suggestions to change ft-om actual to average 
costs in computing Htudent budgets on v%ich grant amount are based I he use o^j^ 
actual costs has boon a sigiuficant problem at the campus level. In addition the 
Administration proposes to remove from the legislation the cumbersome exception- 
al financial noed'' and "but for'' language iii SECXJ^and the substantial financial 
need" SvSlG language which has tended to ki^p SEOC oiid SSK, funds fr6nri ^reach- 
ing students with demonstrated, need We especially applaud the removal ol the 
''but for" language, because that language has been interpreted in the past by some 
within the Office of Education and FlEW as reouiring studv^nts to exhaust all sell- 
help r>ossibilities before receiving any SEOG funds This legislative change will 
remove all doubt that SECKl is. In fiict, the first program to iK^ used after the Basic 
Ginnt jn constructing a student financial aid package. *i r * 

However laudable these propost^d changes may be, they do hot cover up the I act 
that once again, the Oflico of Management and Budget has prevailed in its coiistan 
attenipUi to curtail the .amount of grant funds available to needy students in all 
sectors of postsecondai7^uaUion. Furthermore, it aopears that these u^rant prooos- 
als seem to havo been developed without any regard to an overall federal student 
aid policy goal, with the possible exception of a goal to restrict availab. e^aiit 
funds As you know, Mr. Chairman, in an effort to lissure a balanced growth o1\al I 
feiieral student aid programs. NAICU has proposed that the Congress estab ish.in 
the legislation a federal policy goal of providing 75 percent of student need from 
Basic Grants SSlG, SEOG, institution and sUite matching payments, and parental 
contributions', and the remaining 25 pc^rcent of student need from self-help pro- 

^wTare disapppointed that the Administration has not chosen to recommend an 
increase in the Basic Grant maximum. NAICU and most other other reipresenta- 
tives of tho liigher education community have recommend that the ''Basic Grant 
maximum gradually increase to $2,400 by 1986-87 in order to keep pace with 
inflation and the rising cost of postsecondary education today. . » 

A further disappointment with the Administration's recommendations is that 
thev have done nothing to relieve the existing ineqdity in Uvxatidn of assets m the 
family home. As NAICU witnesses have previously testifiedr we have anecdotal 
evidence of middle-income students, and even some Students from lower mcoing 
levels, being denied Basic Grants due to the Uixation of assets m the family home. 

The rcBuh of both these factors taken together— no increase in the Basic Urant 
maximum and no relief from the inequities of the current taxation of family home 
t^ets-wlll bt^ that a substantial proi>ortion of those students that 
members of this Subcommittee worked so hard to help last year through the MlbAA 
legislation will continue to be denied a Basic Grant. Add to those factors the 
Administration's proposal for repealing the '^threshold ' provisions and in etlect, you 
have the Administration giving a student an $1,800 Basic Grant with one hand and 
saying that is all he or she needs to keep up with inflation and the rising costs ol 
education. With the other hand, the Admihistration effectively takes away any 
possibility of making up the resulting shortfall in meeting student need by renjov- 
ing the threshold provisions, which have protected at- least modest growth m bli.UO 
and the other campus-based programs over the last seven years. NAICU witnesses 
mid others who have appeared before your Subcommittee in this round ol hearings 
have suggested to you that the facts of life on college campuses will lead you to an 
exactly opposite result, that the $1,800 Basic Grant maximum Is not sufricient,.and 
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SFO('''«nH ''Jh'^^ ^" ^T'' l''<-' Irfw to aesuro a balanced g. ow1l» of 

bLOO and other campus-based proLMams For example, Mr Chairman Droliminflrv 

■ .T::"c^ '^-.^J'^" '^'^''"""1 of Inde Undent Seg^s ^fd U 

ties) Strident A.d Recipient DaU. Bank show tliut more than two ihir s of 3, 
gruduat.- dependent student aid recinients in indendent higher education this pas, 

Ctl?ert^h -^'^^^ .nsl.tutionai S Ced granta 

togctliei with work and loan programs, in order to meet their financial needs Tin's 
at least fur the mdependent sector, on which the only actual dat^ i^ availabS o^^^^ 
olVirr-.'.' °b«olut*ly crit.cal that some federal student S po^cy goal be 
estabhshed to assure the Galanced growth of all existing student a d ^rS.m t s 

«lTdaZ7tt^s;Trsc:,t^e^'el^' ^^^^^"lo'^ 
For one ol those supplemental grant programs. SSIG, NAICU is pleased that the 

h^s\aT;s" re^er^hl^r^ '^^r. reder'arsSdanls'Jn 
mt stales, howevei, their recommendations again represent an atU-mnt to limit 

~i:"Sd tvf fully impkAit.d, the ISst^ati 0 " 

proposals would have the effect o( re<iuirmg stales to double their exisliiif flliiH,.,.t 

fhe";iTnr'" '"""" '••^c-v'^ the same federal matT thSy t'han^^^^^ 

the current program of providing one federal dollat for every st.U^ ddnar S a 
py m of p. ov,d„.g one federal dollar for every two\tate dollmrWe Mi^ve^he 
•SSIG p.ogram .8 working as mlended. ^nd offer as evidence the fact that ^tlilo 
student grant dollars haye grown from mO million to $900 mmic^^oler llie las^^^^ 
yea,-8 smce the program was created. The effect of the Admin mtmtion^s nrorxSl i^" 

egllaurlL'woul'fc'ab^o''' """^ of st uden^ gS dSla^st 

lefeiHiaujics would Ix; able or wilhng to appropriate. We believe the federnl/«<i/.i.. 
student a,d PP' tnership should Ix- strengthened.' not diminished ''-^^^'/^t^l^ 
ll.e core of t^he NAICU recommendations for reauthoriziUion of the student trrant 
programH would continue that strong federal/stale parlneVsl ip a rcSuf ^^^^ 
growth of the existmg federal student aid programs by continue tlie 

Lsliib .shmg the 7r. percent grant/25 percent self-help policy goal in the sUHuU.- 
.^^^Z^^'S^r^^'^Ti'^^'' ^'"'"-"iVowtlfo/f'de'al ltu6t.i 
"pnntions! and ' "I^f»<>P''«*;"ns Uie Basic Grant appro- 

Continuing tlio policies ostahlislied in tlip n^J ^i07^^ a j » i 

stre.,gth<.nel by M?SAA last year by bu.ld'ii'i ^ Pot eL tst ng "sl^Uile'ltr^bJ 
helping to assure the continuation of the nearly $ billion in sUte need bnVd^r^^^^ 

ni^l r*' ^!'""V^"V «8ain. Mr. Chairman, for providing this opportunity to react to 
the Administrations proposals for reauthorization of the student fn- t p™^^^^ 

uS;^ontx^,^arirv? ■"^■^'"^"^^ of 

''v™ ^.'^MAlVo^^mK 'n '^'^ FlNANCA. Au^ I>U«„UK Uni- 

aZ J^L-Z^SS A-^^"^-"^""^ ^^™'>^^NT FINA^CIA... An, 

rnifncial' a.d'T PunhT'ttv!! V^' subcommittee, I am Donald I lolec. director of 
.V,,.n^r q, 1 , University, and current chairman of the Natibnal Associ- 

»Uou of Student l.„,anc.al Aid Administrators' Committee on Governinenl«rA[- 



It is indeed a pleasure for me to again have the opportunity to appear before vou 
and to < isaiss the Administrations bill to amend t .e II gher eEuoii Act My 
~d",t ftl^ Wutt \"nar o'" ''rr ^"^P^'-^' ^•^^ AdmStra[i^n''t^ 

Adm.mstration Kas suggested severa? changes which we whoIe-heaSly sun,^^^^^^^ 

iSon^'a^d '^tfirolt "a'" "\r'V^" ^'T'"' -pposc^^ie AdmSefra'^loi 's 
addressed "'"'^ d's^PPomted have not even been 

i4!^^^Z^'" Administration recommendations for 

The Administi ation has proposed some new language in the statement of our.j,we 
of the giant programs whfch clarifies the reapoifsibility of theZS S n^^^^^^ 
(heir children s e<lucation. We feel that such language LTinp rt t^^^^^^ 
need analysis, but is inappropriate in this section/We have previniy i ecom^^^^^^^^^ 
that language ,s needecT ut.der the satatement of purpose to esta^l sh U " Sc . 
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Grant program as a triiO entitlement. This change would insure all olijfible studenta 
that funds would bo available for each year that the program is authorized, and 
would oliminato the uncerUinty that now oxistfi from year to year funding ded 
siona. ' 

We are vc*ry disap[K>inted that the Administration has not included ap<:icific lan- 
guage w^lich woula increase the annnual maximum B<i6ic Grant award above 
ll.BOO. Instead, language has been included whi^h loaves the determination of any 
amount above $1.80O strictly up to the actions of the. Appropriations cohmiitteea. 
While we fully roahzo that the final recommendations nuiy well conte from the 
Appropriations and Budget committees' markfl, we feel it is imperative that the 
Authorizing Committee at least include its recommendations of what the amounts 
should be in the legislation Our reason for this is simply that no other committee, 
except the Authorizing Cx>mmittee, spends the time in reviewing, analyzing, and 
studying the educational and financial needs of our students. Other members of 
Cpngrcss. including the Budg<tt and Appropriations committees' members, look to 
the Authorizing Committee for guidance and recommendations. Therefore, we hopo 
you will rejt^ct the Administration's suggested approach and support the annual step 
mcreases in tho maximum award that moat of the higher education associations 
have endor&ed. 

We also oppose the Administration recommendation that one-half of a student's 
henefitB from the Veterans* Association or the Social Security Administration be > 
subtracted dollar- for-dollar from tho student's Basic Grant award. Currently, Social 
Security benefits are ralculatetl as family income and are taxed as any other form 
of supplemental income would be. This seems to us to be a fairer method, rather 
than penalizing these studentji who, on the average, have lower family incon^s than 
the normal college-going student population Likewise, the current treatment of VA 
l>enent« seems to l>e realistic, particularly when under the current GI Bill a sub- 
stantial f><)rtion of the benefits were supplied from the veterans' own contribution. 

We arc very pleafied that the Administration has dropped the term ''actual cost of 
attendance." However, the new definition recommended for the term "cost of at- 
tendance" does not satisfactorily eliminate the problem that students residing in olT- 
campus housing have in obtaining a reasonable budget for determining their Basic 
Grant aWard Therefore, we suggest that the substitute amendments which NAS- 
FAA 8ubmitt43d earliet be used for this definition. 

We also are pleased that the Administration has liberalized its defniition of what 
constitutes a fifth year for Basic Grant eligibility, and support the new reduction 
language which protects the nc»i^diest students. However, ^,are very displeoGSed 
that the Adnnnistration has eliminated the 10.5 percent assc^ment rate, which our 
Association worked to achieve in enacting the Middle income Student Assistance 
Act and which you, Mr. Chairman, and this committee ^pported. Likewise, we note 
that the threshold levels have bven drop|XHl from t1ie ^Jpiinistration's recommenda- 
tion. The threshold levels which were enact^nl in 1W2 have proved essential in 
insuring that students are able to obtain a balanced end package of grant and self^ 
held aid sources. Therefore, we oppose both of these suggested modifications. 

Tlic Administration has opposed that funds appropriated remain available ^ft5r an 
additional fiscal year. Due to the timing of appropriations and when fumihsware spent 
by institutions, this p<»riod is too short to effectively reallocate any funds not needed 
by a particular institution. We propose that appropriations for SEOG remain availa- 
ble for two fiscal years f|)llowing the year in which they are appropriated. 

We support the Adn/mistTation's reconnnendation in the SEC)G program to in- 
crease the maximum annual award to $2,000. However, we do not see any need to 
include a cumulative aniount when the award is already, restricted by the annual 
award and the number of years of eligibility. Likewise, wfe propose that the $200 
mininmm annual award be clarifed to permit a proportionally smaller award if a 
student plan to enroll for a |>eriod of time less than a full academic year. We also 
note that the Ackninistration^s propoQpl would eliminate {,he exceptional financial 
need criteria and the one-half of the sum of the total amo^mt of student financial 
,aid proviqled to the student by the institution criteria from the SEOG program. It 
seems to us that these greatly change the emphasis of the program and we would 
like one Of the OE representatives to respond to this issue later in this hearing. 

We also would tike an explanation as to why Section 41HC has been modified to 
state> "if the individual makes application at a time and in a manner consistent 
with the requirements of the Secretary and the institution," rather than as it 
currently is stated. *'if the individual makes application at the time and in the 
manner prescribed by that institution in accordance with regulations of the Com- 
missioner (or Secretary, as the case may be)." 
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Another change proposed by the Administration is to remove from each of the 
Ir^Q?^!.""^. 'Jl"* e'ipl>»li'y criteria and to simply inclndo them 

all under the Stndonl El.finb.Iity Section 495. While wo favbr this type of consistency 
and wniphcityr we do-note one new addition, that the stndcnt must not owe d refund 
doS'n received at anv institution under this title n.id must not be in 

deraiilt on any loan made under this title for attendance at any institution This 
rewording of this section substantiality -increases the time it will ti,ke t" p^L the 

Th^ insthuti. " "Z^" V'l^f^;:'"^/"'"^ to another, and H^aces 

nnnrSi ",I»?'V°" [^'^ ^^'^'V^ it has little control. We can 

cZo^s h„ if « « responsibility to regxilate the^e factors on its own 

campus, but it is unroa ifitic U> expect it to monitor a students previous wrfor.n- 
ance or action at all other institutions, or lenders, without creating an expensive 
and cuinlHSrsoine process. i-vnaiv.. 

One other change offoi-cd by the Administration is new procedures to review the 
family contribution schedules for all progiams as de8cril)ed in Section 494 Not only 
•fansToTd^f n'' 'n'l!i°'"^ language presertt«<l by the Administration, whicf^ 
Stio^,,rM "^'"^^^ involved in developing such a system, bul wc feel 

'f '"^^^^^ to insure an orderly and timely process for resolving 
these differences Verhaps this aJso could be ejtplainetl further by OE 

lhank you agjun. Mr, Chairman, for the opportunity to appear to<lay I will be 
happy to respond to questions at your convenient?. ' "'^"'•y * will Dc 

PuEi-ARED Statement of Joel Packer. Legisi^tivk DiuEC-ron. United States 

Student Association 

Mr Chairman and members of the subcommittee. I would like to thank you for 
he onportumly to be here today As you know, my „ame is Joel Packei and I am 
L^Kislat.ve Directxjt of the Unilod States Student Association (USSA) I appeared 
before this Subcommittee on May IG and presented the views of the AasS'on 
regarding the student grant programs. Therefore. I will -limit my remarl^rtmlay to 
mTIV^^a"'^ proposals submitleil by the Admiimtration and simply highliht 

the UbSA recommendations that they chose not to include in their package. f 

B(\sic Educational Opportunity Grntits ' j 

The Administration does not propose many changes here or for the otluT i/n.w 
programs. What is in.^t significant abouCtheir recomituuidatioiS is not vha/^.K 
haw proposed for change, but what they chose to ignore ' ih uuy 

Regarding the IJEOG maxiuium award, the^ Administration has really skirted the 
issue by not recommending a new higher award figure. We are happy that thev 
ISsinreTgYc' .J"'' '''' iJ^n..ni which Z'^r';,maineil 

important for Congress to set in law a maximum which would 
seive as a goal to work (or. Without a .stated maximum it is clear that the 

ofTZoTZti'^'TX^ " 'T'' '° "^"'^ A maximum awird 

S 400 . T Til"- ^^^^ nT''' ^ "«<^<^«'y to maintain the value of the original 
.fil.400 grant after Uikmg infiution into account. USSA recommends that the maxi- 
r^ncrml^eT, ^'^ 00.)' ''' "//top« to .$2,500 by fiscal year 1985. A.C.E. estiinateXu 
an increase to $2,000 would result in an acfditioual 2.37.000 studentjj from middle- 
income families becoming eligible for a BEOC 

DriorilTH!;, I'll^'n 7 ""^r""^- " lhe_ maximum USSA sets as our highejjt 

onlv hLI TJTi ; "/ modification of the half-cost limitation Not 

even ZZit f '''"!^'«''-«t'On not change thia. the Secretary's testimony does not 
even mention the issue As you will ri>call. Secretary Califano in his March 20 
mcZT' h'«'""'H^ half-cost as an issue that was in need of study. IndS Mike 
hnlfW ' '^"'' '^^"^"tod a series of options to you regarding modification of 

Without removal of half-^^ost. over 800.000 low-income student*, generally aUend- 

LvaitrM^Hr'*""*'"';" ^^r'^ ■■"^''•T ^^-^"^ f™"- KnaSuin B^^^^ 

Grant! Middle-income fannlies were the prime be<ieficiaries ofMISAA last year To 
once again reward them while continuing to i>enalize low-income student^ runs 
counter to the purposes of the program 

AcTordTn.^f^H? f'""^'"^ receiving? much other grant aid. 

A L ° '■^^''"^ performed for tl?e Office of Education bv 

Applied Management Sciences (AMS). only 10 percent of the cost att^idance was 
n!.. h/ ,^"'^''1.^'^ for student, affected by tuUf-cost who were attending 2-year 
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Mr. ('hftirmun. there is no need to once uguin recite the liluny of mguments in 
favor of removing half-<:oyt. We sin* ply urge you to take action to remove this 
ineuuity. 

The students afl'ected by half-cost, are actually doubly hurt because of the 80 called 
commuting allowance Under current law Bchooli^ must utihze the actual charges for 
campus room and board m determining u studont.s''* total cost, of attendance. HEW 
has proiwsed that this be modified so that campuses can utilize nn average charge 
IJSSA endorses this. However, for off-campus students, a national standard figure of 
$1,100, which has remained .unchanged since 1974-75 is -required. Now obviously a 
student cannot pay room and board for nine months for only $1,100. The College 
Scholarship Service estimates that these items Vun between $1,G00 and $1,800. 

According to the AMS study, DG percent of those students at two-year public 
institutions affected by half cost lived off-campus. For 4 year publics the comparable 
figure was 72 i>ercent Thus not only arc these students Iimite<:l to half-cost but tlioir 
Costs are artiHcially detlated so their grants average only about 40 pe>rcent of cost, 
USSA and NASFAA have recommended that campuses have the right to estimate 
an average ofTcampus living expense for those students living wilii their parontJi 
and those who are independent. We hope the Sul>committee will support this. 

The next pro^wsal the Administrative mak^s is to revise the method of treating 
Social Security Administration <SSA) and Veterans Administration (VA) bonentfi 
students receive when determming their BEOG. Current law requires that all SSA 
Umefits and one-half of VA benefits be counted as family income for dependent 
students and therefore assessed at the 10.5 i>ercent rate. The new proiM>sal would 
reduce the calculated BKCKi bv onehalf the total of both SSA and VA benefits. This 
will result in many thousancfs of students losing their BEOG eligibility or see it 
greatly reduced 

This year the President tried to have Congress completely abdiish student SSA 
Ixmefits. USSA along with a broad coalition of groups called Save our Security, 
organized against this propasal and it was rejected. Now the Administration is 
attempting to accomplish through the back door what it could not do upfront. 

Ixwking at SSA benefiti3, the Administration proposal seems to say that these 
benefits are a student assistance i)rogiam and therefore should be counted heavily 
in determining eligibility for other student aid programs. However, this program, 
like all of the Social Security system, is an insurandiiy' program. It isAintended to 
partially compensate for income lost from the deat>h, disability, or retirement of a 
worker, in this case the parent. The benefits are not considered student aid, but are 
used as part of family income 

The system is based oa the concept of self-help with workers and their employer 
contributing a percentage of the income to the SSA Trufit FumL The benefits are 
related to the previous earnings of the \yoi ker. Children of deceased workers receive 
75 percent of the prinuiiy insuriyice amount, while children of disabled or retired 
parents are entitled to 50 percent. (The- primary insurance amount is related by law 
to the average monthly earnings of the worker.) There are cert-aiii liniit-s to the tot^il 
SSA benefits that a family can receive. Thus 43 percent of all student beneficiaries 
have their checks reduced because of the family maximum rule. 

The Social Set:urit.y Administration has articulated very clearly the role and 
purpose of the student program in a 197G issue of the Social .Security Bulletin: 
Unfortunately, the student benefit is sometimes misunderstood to be a form 
of aid rather than a comjwnent of family income. Despite it.s name and the 
requirement tha^ for school attendance, the student benefit program is not a 
grant, scholaishiiV loan or aid program The distinction is tundamentid. 

Sinular ari^i meats cWild be made regarding Veterans benefitij. USSA urges that 
you reject thLs r egress iv(Si>roposa I from the Aaniinistratioii. 

Two other changes n^/ae by the Administration that USSA sees as positive are a 
revision in the langlTft^^* limiting BEOG, and SEOG as well to four academic years, 
and a new reduction formula for BEOG. \yith regard to the first, current law limits 
BEOG and SEOG to four years unless the program of studv is normally five years, 
such as engineering, or remedial courses are required. The new proposal would 
allow the institution to determine due to individual circilmstances that the student 
needs an extra year ■> ^ 

USSA already profK)Sed a similar change in laiigviago to you. We noted that there 
are many reasons ior attending an extra year such as loss of credi'tjs when transfer- 
ring or illness Only ^0 percent of students complete their bachelors in four years. 
USbA 9Uggest.s that the language wo submitted to you. which is somewhat more 
libiM al be adopted 

In addition to these recosnmendations, I want to point out several others that we 
have already submitted to you that were not included in the IIKW^ bill. These are 
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II'.? "i"'^ ontitloment. treating indopendot.t atudcntfi with dei>ondo.it« 
D^r„rina .r ° ^«P«"f «t*'donl s family in calculating tlioir BEOO, directly 
nL r ''*'^o,f^^"'^''i?^l" attending losa than full-ti.no. and reducing 

i!r;S«y7B^Cen!™" '''' '''' ^'^''^ °'' ^'^^^^ ^-^-^'^ ^ ^^"^ 
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Gixsnts (SEOG) 

Nnq?^;ilf?-w'c:^'^ri^'^ ^"K?*"- SEOG. as well as for 

iNUbL and LWS rhoao triprgcrs have served to protect the integrity of the campus- 
bOBod programs. In fact this yenr it was the triggers that helped prod the Appronri- 
ations r^njnuttees to fx.nd SEQG and NDSL at the levoirofV^soectivX StO 
pro^";:; SSp^esule't °' "'^^'^ ^"^O milLf. as 

USSA Iwlioves that the trigger for SEOG should bo changed from a dollar level to 
St^r °n '^^^ recommend a level of 20 perce^nt. This will ensur^tiS 

.^JiUO keeps pace with increases m college coats mid increases in BEQG and thus 
remains a viable program. "t^^^. ""u mua 

in^Yenrrnn.^.f' rt''""!"?^'"'/ '^^^""^ti"" l^^^^'" '"itial Year and Continu-. 

mg Year patitfl. I his distuicUon serves no useful purpose aiid has be<jn ignored bv 
Congicfis in recent yoara since a single lump sum has bet^i appropriated 

Si* nnn/1%nr?;?''V '""''^ ^^"^ ^^"' '^ cumulative maximum SEOG U. 
ISn hv ?QR^ , P"'^'""«'y recommended this. Average college cost« will be 
J5 800 by 1985 and therefore on increased SEOG coupled with an incieast^ REOG 
will iH, necessary for low-mcome families. However, it is important to ftote that 
r. s& ^^'T '» SKOG simply changing the maxiim.m award will onfy 

r(.smt in some s Uidonts getting more money while others will get less Due to the 

r^EioTirJ^uS funS'"*^"^^ "^""^""^ "^'""-^ 
hefe^^ll^^K^^^^ '^'^^^^'y •» •--'''■d 

ha?f fin'i^HflJ" «upport.Hi by USSA include the inclusion of lees-than 

X H R^^ 0^^^^ ^•^'^ '^"^ introduced legislation in 

mis urofl^ H K- l^-Vhich should be given serious consideration. We also recom- 
i.e..d r(^W,.ig^,nin,inuin SEOG award from $200 to $100, revising the ^tad 
^! „M- i:^V""'r/°i'l?' ^^'"Z "««<l-b««ed instead of enrollment <!riven. md 
esUiblishiiig liniitec aid for graduate .students. Grads are particularly hit ha^d by 
S.?„^ r"^'""" ^'"•*"J*^'' they gain nothing .md lose all interest subsidies for 

n X.?!f"^ low-mconie students wilf therefore be forced to incur ever larger debt^ 
Svfn ,hl^„';".l!'"'? .o'- not attend at all. USSA proposes that institutions be 

KntJ "''^^""'^y '° 1^ I'^^'-ct^"^ of ^OG funds for graduate 

State Student Incentive Gmnts 

.'"'yor change recommended by the Administration is a new formula for 
deternimuig the tedend/State^ match. Currently the Federal government matches 
bLlowTh';.. dollars provided tlie SUite does not reduce its share 

fl^ch iw Npw Yn u ":,*^p«''P<"'d"»»?. when it first entered the program. Many states/ 
far ex^Jir^lTn Po^'"'' Peiinsylvanm are vastly overmatched, that is the State share 
not M r^''"\' Therefore an increase in their State allotment does 

not require them to put m „ew State dollare. Actually they could reduce their State 
share subsUmtinlly and still continue to receive increased f^ederal dXre 
New Yttwm.H'l'^ that only new State dollars will be matched. Thus • 

/\.Mr, ?L ^ }^ Federal funds unless it matched with brand new State 
prlin i'i^nt™' '^«r**- ^^•^ f^^'^y «»"ly2e<l the effects of tS 

fhenlnni?^'^T r^^*^"'^'^'y P*'""''"' the large Suftes txnd mil possibly result in 
their dropping out of the program. i 

a yomn/h«r'Tn"''%K-^''''^ t^^^ Administration language, the establishment of 
HoHnri^ fT This would require Stetes to match any increase in Federal 

dollars with new State dollars, but would not pemdize them by reducing their 
b^TarinSr '^"'U^"''' share. These formulas^shouW 

Sndinfwhl /t'^''''^ ° '^"'r ^ ^S'""''' ^^^^^^^^^ stimulating increase in State 
I ttj 5 unduly penalizing States. 

and SntLT/JIg Ye^r^w'^irS"""'"^ '^"''"""'^ '''' "^^'^'^^ 

'nif^'^'!'*!" recommend raising the SSIG maximum award to $2,000, includiiig 
provisions to encourage States to include part-time students, and to establish a 

Sll $[nO n nVr^'" M^^*f ^" «'^'- the current program 

reached $100 million would distribute funds only to those States which do sixjcified 



4 3 



428 



things 8uch Q8 including pnrt-timo or grftdiinte students or allow portability of 
grants. 

Lastly, 08 with SEOG. wc recommend a rovision in the State allotment formula so 
^that is based on aggregate Stixt<) nocti. 

Overall, as we stated .last week USSA finds the Administration proposal seriously 
wanting In the^ aren of grants ancl^rges a very careful examination of the ramifica- 
,tions of its enactment into law. 

1 oiice again thank^ou for the opiX)rtunity to bo here and I would l>o happy to 
answer any questions- 

* Mr. FoHft. All of the panelists have observed the format that has 
evolved here. Wo would appreciate it if you would, in fact, for the 
record help' us develop a genuine exchange between , members of 
the panel and the representatives of the administration- on the 
issues that seem to raise the important questions in your mind. 

I think that we could start. Would yoti rather make a statement, 
Peter, boforfc or wait? 

Mr. VoiGT. It would be just a brief statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ford. Fine, I recognize Peter Voigt first. 

STATEMENT OF PETER VOIGT, BUREAU OF STUDENT FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE, ACCOMPANIED BY MICHAEL O'KEEFE 

Mr. Voigt. Thank you. I am pleased to be here. 

I^t me first apologize for Ms. Sedicum's absence. She is involved 
this morning in another hearing. I am instead accompanied by Mr. 
O'Keefe, who we are pleased to nave with us. 

Briefiy, Mr. Chairman, I would like to summarize the adminis- 
tration's position on the grant programs. We basically think they 
are working extremely well. The proposals we are advancing are 
designed to improve the programs in terms of administration at 
the institutional levelg^ to try to make the programs more equita- 
ble, and also to try tb permit the making of larger awards should 
appropriations become available. 

I think the grant proposals, when viewed in combination with 
the other proposals in the administration's package, such as the 
single needs analysis proposal, the single form and others, reflect 
our position that the programs need to be simplified both fot 
students and for institutions, and that discretion in the award- 
making process in putting packages together needs to remain at 
the institutional level. 

Those are our basic thrusts in the grant area and we would be 
pleased to respond to questions from both you and the members of 
the panel. 

Mr. FoRO. AJl right. Bette Hamilton. * 

STATEMENT OF BETTE HAMILTON. AMEJtlCAN ASSOCIATION 
OF COMMUNITY AND JUNIOR COLLEGES 

Dr. Hamilton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am pleased to present the views of the American Association t)f 
Community and Junior Colleges and the Association of Community 
College* Trustees on the Carter administration's plans to reauthor- 
ize the grant programs of title IV. 

We are still studying these proposals and every day find new 
ideas and provisions that are interesting. We Would like to resei-ve 
the right to comment on any other proposals that we mav uncover 
at a future time. We regret that the administration would continue 
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the inequitable treatment of low-incolme students who attend low- 

extending the one-half cost limitation in the 

BhOG program. 

On March 20, Secretary Califano proposed three possible solu- 
tions for dealing with the one-half cost problem. Unfortunately, 
none of these was considered; and the problem of discriminating 
against the poorest of college students, those with zero family 
contribution, remains with us. 

We sincerely hope the subcommittee will address the inequity of 
the one-half cost provision for students with zero family contribu- 
tion attending low tuition coUeges before the lower priorities of 
increasing the maximum BEOG ceiling or making more guaran- 
teed loans available to ipiddle and upper income students are 
cuactou. 

We oppose the administration's attempt to compute social secu- 
rity sumvor benefits and veteran education benefits as studfent 
assistance grants. Both social security benefits and the GI bill 
stipends are entitlements in most cases used for family subsistence, 
and they should not be confused with student assistance programs. 

Workers paid into the social security system to protect their 
children, and veterans gave of their tijme and endangered their 
lives to serve their country. Veteran education benefits are a GI 
bill of rights, an entitlement, a bonus for services rendered We 
have ^10 objection however to their being considered as part of 
family income. 

But to confuse soCi^il security and veteran benefits and reduce 
and apply them directly to the BEOG grant is not in the country's 
best interest. We suggest that the term "cost of attendance" as it is 
used in section ^11 of the administration's draft bill be expanded to 
include the cost of child or day care while the parent is attending 
classes and the cost of transportation for commuters. 

The commuter allowance, presently $1,100, deterrtfmed by cur- 
rent regulations, IS in heu of room and board charges for commut- 
ers, it does not take into consideration transportation, and this cost 
IS escalating ^every day. We have had many calls from member 
colleges throughout the country concerned with gas rationing who 
have made mquines about any kind of assistance for commuters. 
We really do think that you should consider transportation and 
gasoline expenses, close to $1 a gallon now, as viable requirements 
for the cost of attendance criteria. 

We are concerned with the reduction schedule outlined in section 
411 as It specifies the prioritv of payments in any year where funds 
are insufficient to satisfy fully alPentitlements. The schedule would 
allow the reduction to increase as the entitlement decreases. This 
does not take into consideration the one-half cost limitation which 
already decreases the entitlement by one-half the cost of attend- 
jance. 

We would ask that any reduction formula address entitlements 
before the application of the one-half cost rule. We regret that the 
administration has decided to delete the funding threshold triggers 
tor the campus-based programs. We feel that the triggers, as 
amended by the Middle Income Student Assistance Act, have been 
very helpful m ^keeping the appropriation levels at a realistic level 
in the campus-based programs. • 
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We suggest the funding threshold be maintained. We heartily 
endorse Congressman Weiss's less than half-time student aid bill, 
and we therefoie would ask that additional amendments be made 
in the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant program. 

We suggest that the minimum payment be reduced from ^200 to 
some reasonable level such as $50. We ask that part-time students 
be allowed up to 8 years of eligibility to participate in the SEOG 
program and that institutions be allowed to ust? some or all of their 
SEOG allocation for needy less than half-time students. 

We support the administration's ame^idment to the State Stu- 
dent Incentive Grant program which woGld allow for the participa- 
tion of students attending on a one-half time basis. We would 
support a continued amendment allowing less than half-time stu- 
dents to be eligible. ^ 

We oppose the definition of ''satisfactory progress" in section 495. 
We feel the administration would be violating th^ rights of institu- 
tions and students ovor such a definition. Students often become ill 
or have deaths in their families and for legitimate reasons have to 
take incompletes or drop courses. 

A student's satisfactory progress should be evaluated by the in- 
stitution he or she attends and not the Federal Government. We 
find this is Federal control of education t\rid is much more danger- 
ous than any proposed Departmerit of Education or anything of 
that nature. 

We find the student information section potentially troublesome. 
In regard to section 493A(a)(l)(j), are institutions to specify the 
courses of study that they do not offferras well as those^hey do? 
The language so states, and I am sure this is probably aMrafting 
error. ' \ 

Community and junior colleges would have difficulty supporting 
full implementation df section 493A(aKl)(k). This is very similar, in 
our opinion, to requirements which are already being mandated^by 
Congress under the Vocational Education Data System and which 
are going to Cost in excess of $100 million to implement nationwide. 
^ In community and junior colleges, we have Jco keep unit records 
on every single student who attends because we do not know w^hat 
is and what is not a vocational education student. We have stu- 
dents dropping in and dropping out, some for only a semester or 
two. We have^tudents taking one secretarial course and the rest 
liberal arts, and the like. 

We think that the intent of .this section is well-meaning, but we 
would ask that it be implemented by the use of survey samplijng, 
national averages or the like, and not the followup of every single 
college student who would attend. Please, let's not create another 
VEDS unless the Federal Government is willing to pay for its 
implementation. 

The American Association of Community and Junior Colljeges 
also seeks 'clarification of the $700 self-help component, We are 
under the impression that the administration is to use one needs 
analysis system and one form, and yet there is no mention of the 
self-help component requirement in any program except the loan 
program. 

We would like to know how this all relates. And in addition to 
keeping the one-half cost factor, which , is already an implied self- 
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help component, are they intending to additionally add on to low- 
income students another $700 of self-help? 

^"f^^' °PP°^^ administration's definition of "independent 
student Such a definition would work to the disadvantage of truly 
independent students who are less than 22 years of age. We under- 
stand that the administration is saying that parents should be held 
responsible for paying the cost of their children's education, but we 
lind that^ the definition as proffered by the administration is arbi- 
trary and unreasonable. 

*u^"n?*?' ■ ^^'■^^ discrimination was eliminated by 

the 95th Congress in federally funded programs in educational 
institutions. - 
' Mr. Chairman, those are our remarks and I stand ready to 
answer any questions and to participate in the seminar. 

Mr Bailky [presiding]. Thank you very much. This is 6ette 
flamilton, right? . 

Dr,.HAMn,TON. Right. 

Mr. Bailey. I dr>^ know how you would like to do this You 
mentioned in the last sentence of your statement that yoti seek' 
claritication of^oncerns for administration's witnesses.^ Would you 
like to address, them now or would you like to go on with the 
■panel? 

Mr VoiGT. I think it might be more usefiil if we go throiigh the 
panel, Mr. Chairman. . . ■ 

Mr. Bailey. All right. Jerry Roschwalb. 

STATEMENT OF JEROLD ROSCHWALB. NATIONAL ASSOCIATIOJV 
OF STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRANT CfOLLEGES ^ 
Mr. RoscHWAijB. Thank you, sir. 

Since the chairman graciously has entered our formal statement 
lor the record, I will summarize, especially with the other people 
here and time being constrained. 

Dr.. Hamilton's statement, I think, touches on so many of the 
points that our own association is concerned about that I can 
simply at the end refer to them where we are in agreement and 
that IS generally the case, I think I would like to focus on some 
other matters which might not be focused on by other members of 
the panel this morning. / 

There is someone missing from'Uhis panel; of course, and that is 
a representative from the Office of Management and Budget be- 
cause it IS apparent that notwithstanding the intelligence 'and 
goodwill Of UEW refiect^d-in March in the testimony of the then 
Secretary Califano, when it came down to actually sending up 

peared' ^^'^^ '"^^^^ """^ ''^^4 ^^^^P" 

I think much of the proposals of the administration are regretta- 
bly based upon the principle that if it costs, it is bad, if it is a cut, 
It IS good, notwithstanding any further implications. The problem 
in dealing with this section of the administration's proposals— 
unhke the loan proposals, which are very complete and which ' 
while they may have problems there that will certainly be dis- 
cussed in the next couple of da^s, nevertheless can be dealt with in 
detail— silence is what is most important in these proposals. •' 



Novy, before we go any further, we should endorse some of the 
very good points proposed by the administration. The idea of aver- 
aging costs instead of requiring actual costs will cut down the great 
administrative burdens on institu(ions which really do ijot aid the 
program or enhance' equity in the program at all. The 5 percent 
carryov^^i; reflects an aamini&tration understanding of how the pro; 
grams actually work and that you cannot always calculate down to 
the last penny at the end of the year. 

^ Carrying over the BEOG to the fifth year is, again, a reflection of 
how kids go to school today — how adults go to school today, and the 
idea of carrying that over makes a great deal of sense. 

There Js another very good idea, and i^hat is separating the 
notion of information services by institi^tierh and providing students 
with tlie information they need from t|i^administrative cost allow- 
ance. The problem^is that it is a bit loudfcd, as Dr. Hamilton noted, 
by tying in the question of employmerjt qata and records. It may be 
thM there is inadvertently the creatibn of a kind of paper race in 
which every institution is going to have toy^ompile a gieat deal of 
unnecessary information. / \^ 

I would remind our colleagues fr^m the administration that we 
wejit through this in a re^latory activity. Mr. Bell was then the 
Commissioner, about 2 years ago. ./It was decided that only those 
institutions that blatantly held out to prospective students that 
they would earn good money as a result of their education would 
' have to substantiate that by showing the record they had in plac- 
ing students following graduation. 

Other people, who were simply involved in offering what their 
Ccitalogs said, would not have to provide these vast amounts of 
data, which no one yet has fxgined out what we would do with if 
we could compile it at a rather e^rt:^nsive cost. At that time, 2 or 3 
years ago, we calculated it would cost something like $25 million a 
year for. institutions to compile that information, while ^he FIPSE 
program was being funded at half that amount to try lo find ways 
of cutting down expenses, - \ ^ 

With regard to administrative costs, w6 have a imarveloua sleeper 
here by the administration'. They don't spell out- the details, but 
perhaps I could take a moment to do so. We have a program right 
now, only one, which permits institutions ti) retain 4 percent of 
their college campms-based programs. With campus-based programs 
now running about $1,1 billion a yenvy this means that institutions 
have been able to retain in the current year, for example, approxi- 
mately $45 million. 

The administration's proposal aims at simplicity, livery student, 
by unduplicated county would be worth $10 to the institution pro- 
viding aid. That would come to about $40 million. So^ that the 
administration has succeeded in cutting better than 10 percent of 
what the institutions are now getting if those figures are correct. 

I would welcome hearing from our colleagues in the administra- 
tion if I am Wrong. The i^lea they have, th6ugh, in principle is very 
sound, and that is that we ou;ght to forget aboi^t the possibility of 
getting administrative cost allowances las line items on the budget. 

We all remember that it was in 197G that Mr. Ford ^nd his 
colleagues on this subcommittee recommended a T) percent adminis- 
trative cost allowance in campus-based programs and that the Sen- 
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ate insisted that since it did not cost any more 'money to 'adminis- 
ter a $1,000 SEOG than a $600 SEOG, that -it was much Wiser to 
just give capitations. 

• r *° '^^^^ ^ capitation programs, a makimun:^ 

of $10 for BEOG and a rilaximum of $10 for GSL. They have never 
been funded. They prcibably never will be funded. The administra- 
tion last year, in a lapse, obviously, asked for the funding of those 
programs, and the House, in keeping witb its compromise approach 
to the program, ftgreed to fund the program. The Senate, where we 
had the ide^ pushed in the first place, of course, knocked it out, 
and in the conference, we lost it. 

So those pro-ams have never been funded. It would be wise "to 
follow the aammistration's proposals by retaining the 4 percent for 
campus-based programs we now have, and then perhaps putting 
into law an automatic' appropriation of $10 per BEOG or a 1 
percent of the BEOG program appropriatioA. They» add up to ap- 
proximately the same amount, whichever would seem more equita- 
ble. , , , 

The amount of money would not be overwhelming. It wauld be 
less, in fact, than is authorized at the moment. 

I might add there is something else that the administration 
proposaldoes that is equally significant. Because of the liistoi'y of 
the cajMpus-based programs, the. dollars are concentrated. There 
are relatiyely few dollars in the community Colleges Dr. Hamilton 
represents this morning. ^ , 

If we. went to a $10 per head, you would see enoiinous shifts. I 
.chec}ted with one institution, for example. Princeton University > 
no\v receives a little better than $2 million a year in campus-based-i 
program funds and, therefore, has about .$80,000^pkis. for adminis- 
trative cost allowance. But they bnly give aid to about 2,100 stu- 
dents, c M , ■ ' , 

As a result, they would go from about $85,000 to' $21,000, a 75 
percent cut m their available dollars. This mbi^ey would be shifted 
over to people who are now not getting it and need to get4t, bqt 
they would get an inadequate ^amount. Princeton would get an 
madequate amount, and \ve would have the kind of .equity in which 
everybody was unable to meet their administrative=costs. 

There is another matter that the administration does not address 
at alt though by implication it should. Elsewhere in thfi proposals, 
the admmistration wisely talks about research funds Hr facilities 
in order for the institutions to carry out their research obligations. 
Facilities are necessary. 

We recently, incidentallv, had a report from the Wage and Price 
Council that pointed out that the reas6n we are in the inflation we 
are now is because of a lack" of productivity, and- there is a 
strong recommendation that R. & D. has to be increased. Ii) this 
sense, the administration has been consistent and deserves ^eveiy 
praise for the energy put into getting the right kinds of appropri- 
ations for research, programs. 

XJn fortunately, they have forgotten who does research. They 
start „,out as first-year graduate students. Statistics wq are now 
beginning to compile indicate to us that there is A remarkable 
dropoft in the numbers of poor kids, students from low-income 
families gffing to graduate school. To put it in another way, thercis 
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an inordinate amount of emphasis on available dollars in the 
minds of students who gfaduate from college, usually with debts, 
on whether ihey are going to go on to graduate school. 

If they come from poor backgrounds, the chances are they won't. 
The discrepancy is now g^etjting to the point where there is a 25- 
percent differential. We would be happy to provide the data we 
have compiled on this. We recommend consideration of a first-year 
SKOG program for graduate students to be kept separate from the 
re^^ular program so there is no incursion in the funding oi^'in the 
administration of the program, 

\ The money would have to be distributed differently. Obviously, 
State allotments woulcl not make sense because that is not the way 
graduate schools are operated. But we have and would be happy to 
send to the committee some details on how we think this could be 
ruruat not a very high cost, but it would prevent us from losing the 
brains alrd energy of a large number of people from' lower income 
families who are now not going to graduate school, 

I might add bhat it is interesting to note that the administration 
recommends raising the ceiling on SEOG because they recognize 
inflation. At the same time> it is the same administration which 
- recommended a cutback in SEOG funding this year. If the two 
things were carried but, we would have fewer people getting larger 
grante, and I am not sure of the logic in that. 

If we are going to recognize the impact of inflation throughout 
this legislation, and the administration does that when it sort of 
hints seductively that maybe the BEOG program ought to be raised 
also. But we are not going to -suggest that. It says we will let the 
appropriations committees commit themselves. It has not been 
known too frequently for appropriations committees to raise levels 
like this, particularly in times like this. 

If the administration is serious about the necessity for raising 
BEOG's, and I think data suggests that even if we goj, the current 
inflation under control, the current $1,800' BEOQ might be worth 
no more than $1,400 or $1,50^0 during the lifetime of this bill when 
it ends, tfeen we come down to what Dr, Hamilton has already 
proposed. 

If we raise the level Qf the BEOG, we will be putting most, of 
those additional dollars into people who need it, but they will tend 
to be middle-class students, Matny of them would be the students 
for whom this committee led the battle last year, middle-income 
students who need aid, but^the same students who have been 
denied what they desperately need, sti/dents wljo go to low-cost 
institutions^ from low-income families who are deprived of that 
money by the half-cost provision, would not get a nickel more from 
raising the BEOG ceiling. 

They once again would be cut off by that halif-cost provision. We 
agree with former Secretary Califano and his colleagues at HEW 
who said that this inequity must be done away with. We recognize 
that we live in a world in which dollars are not easily come by, but 
since the adtninistration is so deeply concerned about expending 
money, we should modify half cost — I say modify as opposed to 
dropping the whole idea, because th^re are problems we can con- 
ceive that people are nervous of, the free-ride notion, for example. 
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It doesn t happen, but we would go along with that. But even if 
we w6re to change it mdderately to a one-third coat, the cost to the 
federal Treasury would be about $120 million. All of this money 
would go. to students of families with under $19,000 income The 
«io AAA^^'"'^^ ^^^"'^ ^° students who are from families of under 

• We would then have students able to receive up to two-thirds of 
their cost.s from the BEOG program, that would not cause any 
harm to anyone, and that change would be remarkably reasonable 
m terms of its impact on 800,000 students. 

'We support also, because the same students are involved or at 
least half of them are involved, a change in the commuter allow- 
ance. The ^1,100 has nothing to do with the real world today. It is 
prpbablv closer; to $1,850, and thanks to inflation, it keeps rising 
bo you have the:same students repeatedly hit by denying them the 
unds ot the program which was created for those students particu- 
larly in the first place. 

I would merely say, in concluding, that we concur with the 
comments made by Dr. Hamilton regarding the independent stu- 
dent. Ihe administration has had a talent in recent years for 
-.solving problems^ by denying they exist. This time we have a solu- 
tion where we don't have a problem. 

With regard to cutting the VA benefits, likewise my association 
would concur with the comments of Dr. Hamilton. There is no 
justification for interfering with entitlements and insurance pro- 
graniff iri what is basically a student aid program. We are not 
terrified, as the administration is, that some student who is a 
veteran might be receiving a couple of hundred dollars more a year 
than his actual costs of education. 
Thank you,^sjr. 

Mr. Bailey. Thank you, Mr. Roschwalb. 
Peter Gossens. 

STATEMENT OF PETER GOSSENS, DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT 
RELATIONS, NATIONAL ASjSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT COI - 
LEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

Mr. Gossens. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Jeffords. 

I appreciate the opportunitv to appear before you today go give 
you the views of the National Association of Independent Colleges 
and Universities on the administration * proposals for reauthoriza- 
tion of the student-grant programs. 

Let me say at the outset we are pleased with some of the admin- 
istration s proposals to improve Federal grant programs in that 
they suggest clarifying and simplifying amendments which serve to 
reduce some of the existing administrative problems, both at the 
institutional level and within OE. But we are disappointed with 
others which tend to restrict the availability of student-grant 
funds. 

In fact, on Mr. Voigt's summary of ihe administration's student- 
grant proposals that they are working well, that there are needs to 
improve administration, provide equity, simplify" and maintain dis- " 
cretion at the institutional level, we totally concur. 

However, in some of the other details we do not concur. Among 
the proposed changes are suggestions to change from actual to 
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average costB in computing student budgets on which grant 
amounts are based. As you nave ah'eady heard, the use of actual 
costs has been a significant problem at the campus level. 

In addition, the administration proposes to remove from the 
legislation the cumbersome exceptional financial need and *'but 
for" language in SEOG and the '^substanjtial financial need'' SSIG 
language which has tended to keep SEOG and SSIG funds from 
reaching student^s with demonstrated need. 

We especially applaud the removal of the **but for'' language 
because that language has been used in the past by the Office of 
Education and HEW^ as a mechanism to require students to ex- 
haust all self help possibilities before recoivijmg any SEOG aid. 

This legislative change would remove a^Hf doubt that SEOG is in 
fact the first program to be used after Ba^ic Grants in constructing 
a student financial aid package. However laudable these proposed 
changes may be, they do not cover up the fact that once again the 
Office of Management and Budget has prevailed in its constant 
attempts to curtail the amount of grant funds available for needy 
students in all sectors of postaecondary education. * 4 

Furthermore, it appears that those grant proposals seem to have 
been developed without any regard to an overall 'Federal student 
aid policy goaf with the possible exception of a goal to restrict 
available gia^t funds. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, in an effort to assure a balanced 
growth of all Fenieral student-aid programs, NAICII has proposed 
that the Congress establish in the legislation a Federal policy goal 
of providing 75 percent of student need from Basic Grants, SSIG, 
SEOG, institution and State matching payments and parental con- 
tributions, and the remaining 25 percent of student need from self 
help progr/mis. 

We are disappointed that the administration has not chosen to 
recommend an increase in the Basic Grant maximum. You have 
already heard from some other witnesses the problems which exist 
with that nonincreas.e in the Basic Grant maximum. We have all 
recommended that the Basic Grant maximum gradually increase to 
$2,400 by 1986-87 in order to keep pace with inflation and the 
rising costs of postsecondary education today. 

A further disappointment with the administration's recommen- 
dations is that they have done nothing to relieve the existing 
inequity in taxation of assets in the family home. As NAICU 
witnesses have previoulsly testified, we have anecdotal evidence 
now of middle-income students, and even some students from lower 
income levels, being denied Basic Grants due to the taxation of 
assets in the family home. 

The result of both these factors taken together — no increase in 
the Basic Grant maximum and no relief from the inequities of the 
current taxation of family home assets — will, be that a substantial 
proportion of those students that members of this subcommittee 
worked so hard to help last year through the MISSA legislation 
will continue to be denied a Basic Grant. 

Add to those factors the administration's proposal for repealing 
the threshold provisions an(Pin effect you have the administration 
giving a student a $1,800 Basic Grant with one hand and saying 
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cos't o'f o'cSl^cMion.^'^ "^^'-^ '^^^^ with innaUon and the r.ing 

an^T'^Jossibli?!^ nf ^administration effectively takes away 

student hpIh^K '"'^'""^ resulting shortfall in meeting 

n.-nf!<^;\i^ ? , ^Z^'"?'''"^' ^^'^ threshold provisiolis, which have 
Riotected at least modest growth in SEOG and the other can pus 
based programs over the la^ 7 years. NAICU witMesses and Xrs 
who have appeared before your subcommittee hrtSs round of 
hearings have suggested to you that the facts of 1 fe on college 

$1 800 Basic r ^'f an exactly opposite result that the^ 

.M.HOO pasic Grant maximum .s not sufficient and that there needs 

SFoM'T ^" tf^^ l«w to assure a balanced |,-ow h of 

bEOG and other campus-based programs. 

^.'^ a"^^' ^-'hairiTian, preliminary results from the NIICU 
Student Aid Recipient Data Bank show that more thai two-thirds 
of undergraduate dependent student aid recipients in nrnendent 
higher education this past A'ar needed some 'omlation ofFe^^^^^^^ 
al, State and institutional need-based grants, together with work 
and loan programs, in order to meet their financial needs " 
Ihu.s ut least lor the independent sector, on which" the onlv 

n'r ^"%'-r"r'"^^!f ^^^-^ ^^^^^ y^^^^-^ abso u/dy iitTci^ 

he hn^ilTn' f'^''"'''.f*"?''lJ P"''^^^ Soa\ be established to assuS 
the balanced growth of all existing student-aid programs It is also 
extremely important that the Supplemental (imntb^ogramtco^^^ 
• t.nue to be available at least at present funding levels 

I'or one of those Supplemental Grant programs, SSIG NAICU is 
pleased that the administration is not trying once aSain fo imnoso 
additional Fedc^ral standards on the Stat'^^si^owev^r he r Xm 
mendations again represent an attempt to limit Federal sunnort 
(or student grants. When fully implemented, if you work through 
the numbers on the 5-year phaseout. the adminisLtirs proSs ' 
would have the effect of requiring States to double their eSn^ 

n a?cT t&TK™" -""^'rK ^" th'e same Federal 

match the eby changing the current program of providing one 

Itt ^ r''' '^"'"^ d«"^'- to a progran^ of piovidin. one 

Fer eraldollarjor every two State dollars. * 1 "viaing one 

believe the SSIG program is working as intended and offer 
f.^^^^.^nn" that^State student-grant dollarhkve grown 

from $.300 milf.on to $960 million over the last 6 years s 'nee the 
pr-ogram was created. The effect of the adininistrationrproposal if 

^"m 1oir"'?/,"^r'^*r^'^ ^« 'i'"'^ amounts rs'tuden 
gtant dollars S ate legislatures would be able or willing to aoDro- 
pria e. We behove the Federal/State students-a d plrtneishTo 
would be streiYgthened, not diminished. ^ tneiship 

the stuX^"//,!;? ^"^^^^ recommendations for reauthorization of 
Stn«P^ T V P'"«^™P^-1 continue that strong Federal/ 

FVderff t"Je 7nid' '"".^'"^'^ ^^^^^ of the existing 

1 eaeici student-aid programs by: establishing the 75-Dercent 
grant/2D-percent self-help policy goal in the statSte establishiS a 
better mechanism to assure the balanced growth of fSS s!u 
cUmt-grant programs by tying SEOG and IsiG approp5Sns to 

lished" n ife"' q?^''"'^^."l5;7T^''- ^^'^^ continuing .th'e^poLS estab- 
ft/iTc?A . , ^^^^ ^^^^ amendments and strengthened bv 

MISAA last year by building upon the existing sS? thereby 
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helping to assure the continuation of the nearly $1 billion in State 
need-based grant programs, and the continued funding of the two 
Federal supplemental grant programs, SEOG and SSIG. 

Let me thank you again, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Jeffords, for 
providing this opportunity to react to the administration's propos- 
als for reauthorization of the student-grant programs. I would be 
pleased to attempt to respond to any questiotis you or other mem- 
bers of the subcommittee may have. 

Mr. Bailicy. The subcommittee will recess for about 10 minutes 
for this miportant vote. We will bo back very shortly. 

[Brief recess.) 

Mr. Bailey [presiding]. The subcommittee will come to order. 
We have just finished a statement by Peter Gossens. I believe 
you had finished, Mr. Gossens. 
Mr. Gossens. Yes, sirv. 
Mr. Bah.ey. Don Holec is next. Mr. Holec. 

STATKMENT OF DONALD HOLEC, DIKECTOR OF FINANCIAL 

AID, PURDUE IINIYERSITY 
Mr Holec. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
am Don Holec, director of financial aid at FHirdue Umversity, and 
also chairman of our National Association of Student Financial Aid 
Administrators, Committee on Ciovernmental Affairs. 

It is a real pleasure for me to be here, to again haX^e the opportu- 
nity to discuss the administr^ition's bill to^ amend the Higher Edu- 
cation Act. My comments today will be limited to the changes 
suggested by the administration to amend the Basic Educational 
Opportunity Grant program and also the Supplemental Education- 
al Opportunity Grant program. 

There are several proposals that we wholeheartedly support. 
There are also several areas in which we strongly* oppose the 
administration's suggestions and others where we are disappointed 
that the administration has not even addressed. 

Let me begin by reviewing the proposals relating to the Basic 
Grant program. The administration has proposed some new lan- 
guage in the statement of purpose of the grant programs, which 
clarifies the responsibility of the parents to pay for their children s 
education. We feel that such language is important as a tenet of 
need analysis but it is inappropriate in this section. 

We have previously recommended that language is needed under 
the statement of purpose to establish the Basic Grant program as a 
true entitlement. This change would insure all eligible students 
that funds would be available for each year that the prograni is 
authorized and would eliminate the uncertainty that now exists 
from year to year funding decisions. • , i 

We are very disappointed that the administration has not includ- 
ed specific language which would increase the annual maximum 
Basic Grant award above $1,800. Instead, language has been includ- 
ed which leaves the determination of any amount ^bove $1,800 
strictly up to the actions pf 1?he Appropriations Committees. 

While we fully realize that the final recommedations may well 
come from the Appropriations and Budget Committees* marks, we 
feel it is impertive that the authorizing committee at least include 
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ite^recommendations oi' what the amounts should be in the legisla- 

Our rea.<on for this is simplv that no other committee, except the 
authorizing committee, spends th^ time in reviewing, analyzins 
and studying the educational -and financial needs of our studente' 
Other members of Congress, including the Budget and Appropri- 
ations Committees members, look to th6 authorizing committee for 
giudance and recommendations. 

Therefore, we hope you will reject the administrationV suggested 
approach and support the annual step increases in the maximum 
d^rsed "'^^^ ^^'^ associations ha^e en- 

^ We also oppose the administration recommendation that one-half 
of a student s benefits from the Veterans'- Assocation or the Social 
becunty Administratign be subtracted dollar-for-dollar from the 
student s Basic Grant award. Currently, social security benefits are 
calculated as family income and are taxed as any other form of 
. .supplemental income. 

This seems to us to be a fairer method, rather than penalizing 
these students who, or the average, have lower family incomes 
than the normal college-going student population. Likewise the 
. current treatment of VA benefits seems to be realistic, particularly 
when under the current Gl bill a substantial portion of the benefits 
were supplied from the veterans' own contribution 

We arc very pleased that the administration has dropped the 
term actual cost of attendance.'" However, the new definition 
recommended for the term "cost of attendance" does not satisfacto- 
nly eliminate the problem that students residing in"ofT-camD Us 
housmg have in obtaijiing^ reasonSble budget for determining 

' .m^lnH ''"/''''k ^^'T^cJ^ that the substitute 

mnendments which NASFAA submitted -earlier be used for this 
definition. ( ■ 

We also are pleased that the administration has liberalized its 
definition of what constitutes a fifth year for Basic Grant eligibility 
and supporl the new reduction language which protects the nee- 
T at the same time w§ are very displeased 

that the administration has eliminated the 10.5-percent assessment 
rate which our association worked to achieve in enactipg the Mid- 
dle Income Student Assistance Act and which you, Mr. Chairman 
and this committee supported. ' . 

Likewise, we note that the threshold levek have been dropped 
trom the administration s recommendation. The threshold levels 
which were enacted in 1972 have proved essential in insuring that 
students are able to obtain a balanced aid package of grant and 
mldmiatfo^s""""- "^''^t^^' °PP-^ b°th ofThese Suggested 

The administration has proposed that funds appropriated remain 
available for an additional fiscal year. Due to the timing of appro 
fnn .lTf r r^^.^" f»nds are spent by institutions, thii period is 
too short to effectively reallocate any funds not needed by a partic- 
nv^illl J" ">^^P™P°^^^^''^ appropriations for SEOG remain • 
app op^^^^^ years, following the year in. which they are 
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We support the administration's recommendation in the SEOG 
program to increase the maximum annual award to $2,000. We also 
support the elimination of the matching provision. However, we do 
not see any need to include a cumulative amount when the award 
is already restricted by the annual award and the number of years 
of eligibility. ,11 
/ Likewise, we propose that the $200 minimum annual award be 
clarified to permit a proportionally .smaller award if a student 
plans -to^- enrjolL far a period of time which is less than a full 
acaderfiic year. We also note thBt the administration's proposal 
would eliminate the exceptional financial need criteria and the 
one-half of the sum of the tot4:il amount of student financial aid 
provide(i to the student by the institution criteria from the SEOG 
program. 

This certainly greatly changes the emphasis of the program and 
we would like one of the OE representatives to respond to this 
issue biter this morning in terms of what is the intent of this 

Wif also would like- an explanation as to why section 413C has 
been njodified to state "if tlio individual makes application at a 
time and in a manner consistent with the requirements of the 
vSecretary and the institution" rather than as it currently is stated, 
'*if the individual makes application at the time and in the manner 
prescribed by that institution in accordance with regulations of the 
Commissioner -or Secretary, as the case may be/' 

Another change proposed by the adminstvation is to remove from 
each of the program descriptions the individual eligibility criteria 
and to simply include them all under the student eligibility section 
49r>. While we favor this type of consistency and simplicity, we do 
note one new addition: That the student must not o\^'e a refund on 
grants previously received at any institution under this title and 
must not be in default on any loan made under this title for 
attendance at any institution. 

The current restriction restricts it to students who owe a refund 
on grants or v^ho are in default on a loan at the same institution. 
This is a significant change. The fewording of this section substan- 
tially increases the time it will take to process the appUcation of^a 
student who is transferring fromvone school to another, and it 
places the institution in a position of liability for which it has httle 

cpntrol. ' ..... , . 

/ We can appreciate that a school has a responsibility to regulate 
these factors on its own campus, but it is unrealistic to expect it to 
monitor a student's previous performance or action at all other 
institutions, or lenders, without creating an expensive and burden- 
some process. 

One other change offered by the administration is new proce- 
dures to review the family contribution schedules for all programs 
as decribed in section 494. Not only are we opposed to the statutory 
language presented by the administration, which fails to address 
who will be involved in developing such a system^ but we feel 
additionj^l language is needed to insure an orderly and timely 
process for resolving these differences. Perhaps this also could be 
explained further by OE. ^ ^ 
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Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to appear 
today. I wUl be happy to respond to questions at your convenience 
Mr. Bailey. Thank you, Mr. Ilolec. 
How long have you been at Purdue? 
Mr. HoLEC. I have been at Purdue for 7 years 
Mr. Bailey. That is a fine football team you have 
Mr. HoLEC. We think so, too. We are looking forward to the Rose 
liowl this year. 

Mr. Bailey. Michigan might get in your way 

Mr. HoLEC. Well, no comments there. [Laughter ] 

Mr. Bailey. Joel P?icker. I am looking forward to this, Joel. 

STATEMENT OF JOEL PACKER, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOIl 
UNITRI) STATES STUDENT ASSOCIATION 
Mi. Packer i will try to make it worthwhile. I would like to 
thank you for the opportunity to be here today 

nnnl" '"""i \ 'jP^'^Yi' '"^ Comments, I just want to mention that I 
appeared before this subcommittee on May IG and presented the 
view.s of my association regarding the student-grant progi-ams I 
---^ould refer the subcommittee to that statement'for more detailed 
gram^^^ °" P' oposals for- modifications in the gi-ant pro- 
Looking at what the -administration proposes, perhaps what is 
most significant about the recommendations is not what they have 
proposed for change but what they have chosen to ignore. Regard- 
ing the Basic Grant m^iximum award, we feel the administration 
ha.s really skirted this issue by not recommending a new higher 
award figure. "^t,"ci 

We are happy they seem to recognize the need for an increase in 
the maximum, which has remained at $1,800 since 1976 As the 
other associations have stated, we also believe ^it is important for 
Congress to set in law a mtxximum which would serve as a goal to 
Inn.n "^T • ^n^""^ ^ stated maximum award, it is clear that the 
Appropriations (Tommittees will find it easier to avoid increases. 

If you look at the effects of inflation on the original $1,400 grant 
"""^r^ °r'^u'^^^ 1^^^ be necessary to 

«i 1 ?K • -"""^"^"^ ^^'t^ """'^""^ ^•^"t. We would recommend, 
as thx^ other associations haye, a series of step increases set in law 

1985 > '"^ ■ tbe range of $2,500 by fiscal 

TiST''''f'"' "^^'^^ suppoirt a rise in the maximum Basic Grant 
UbbA sets as our highest priority the removal, or at a minimum' 
ttie modification of the- half-cost limitation. Not only does the ad- 
ministration not change this, but the Secretary's testimony, deliv- 
ered by F red Bohen does not even mention this as an issue. 
.r.!!.l«nv .7""^^°^ f half-cost, over 800,000 low-income students, 
generally attending lower cost institutions, would receive no bene- 
?H h T [f"^'",^ ^^"^ maximum Basic Grant. These students, affect- 
ed by half-cost, are not receiving much other grant aid. According 
i'nnlSH'V '^'^"^ study performed for the Office of Education 
by Applied Management Sciences, only 10 percent of the cost of 
attendance was met by other gi-ant aid for students affected by 
half-cost who were attending public 2-year institutions. These stu- 
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dents had to make up almost 50 percent of their college costs 
through self-help. * 

'There is no need to once again recite the litany ol arguments in 
favor of removing half-cost. We would simply ui-ge you to take 
action to do so. The students affected by half-cost arc actually 
doubly hurt because of the so-called commuting allowance. Under 
current laws, schools must use the actual charges for campus rooin 
and board for det<irmining the student's cost of attendance. IlhW 
has proposed this be modified so that students can use an average 
charge However, for off-campus students, a national figure ol 
$1,100 is required. C)bv4cr6sly, a student cannot pay room and board 
for 9 months for only $1,100. 

Most of the students who are affected by half-cost live ott campus 
and therefore are affected by this rule^. In fact, at 2-year public 
institutions, 96 percent of students affected by hali-cost live of! 
campus We would recommend^ as NASFAA has done, that cam- 
puses have the right to estimate an average off-campus hving 
expense for students who live with their parents and a different off 
campus living expense for students who are independent. 

The next proposal the administration makes is to revise the 
method of treating social security and Veterans' Administration 
benefits students receive in the determination of their Basic .tTrant 
award. Again, as has been stated by other groups, this is an inequi- 
table proposal and we would oppose this. 

This year, as you know, the President tried to have Congress 
completely abolish student social security benefits. The United 
States Student Association, along with a broad coalition of groups 
called Save Our Security, organized against this proposal and it 

was rejected. ,• , ... 

Now the administration is attempting to accomplish through the 
back door what it could not do up front. In my testimony there is 
some data regarding social security benefits, which I will not read 
through right ivow. I just want to read one quote from the Social 
Security Administration themselves which articulates clearly the 
role and purpose of the student social security progyCm. 

They said, and this was in 1976: ^ 

UnfoilunoLely llie student benefit i.s Homotiines inisunder.stolftPto be u form of iiid 
ruther than a component of (nmily income, despite ita name and the reqiiiienrient 
for school nttendnnco. The student benefit program i» not u grant, scholarship, loan 
or aid program The distinction is fiind(imontal. 

Similar arguments could be made regarding the distinction of 
veterans benefits as not being student aid in a dirqct sense. UbSA 
would urge that the changes proposed by the administration tor 
considerinij these other benefits be rejected. ^ j- • d • 

Two changes the administration made that we did like m^afic 
Grants are the revision in the language limiting BEOG and SEOG 
as well to four academic years, and the new reduction formula tor 
Basic Grants. Regarding the time limitation, current law limits 
Basic Grants and Supplemental Grants4o 4 years with two specific 
exemptions in law: If the course of study normally requires .) years, 
such as an engineering program, or if remedial courses require the 
student to go on beyond 4 years. . 

The new proposeal would allow the institution to determine, due 
to individual circumstances, that an, individual needs an extra 
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year. We wen. Id urge this proposal be adopted because data shows 
that onl^ about 50 percent of students actually complete their 
bachelors degrees in 4 years, and therefore there are many stu- 
dents who are adversely affected by the current 4-year time limita- 

In addition to these recommendations, I just wanted to point out 
several others we have alrfeady submitted to you that were not 
include^ m the HEW bill. These are making Basic Cranio a tnu' 
entitlefnent. treatmg independent students with dependents the 
same as a dependent student's family in calculating 'the Rasic 
'f. P'"'-atV^g t^e award when a student is attending 
$100 ^""-^'f^c. and reducing the minimum grant from $200 to 

Turning fo SEOG first, USSA strongly objects to the removal of 
the trigger for SLOG, as well as for NDSL and College Work^Study 
1 hose triggers as recently as yesterday have served to protect the 

Tl y ''n P'T""""'"-, ^'"igS^'-^ ^hich were set into 

law that allowed us to work to get the Appropriations Committee • 
yes erday to agree to fund SEOG and NDSL at the levels of $370 
!r rS;/" ir ^' as mandated by law. instead of the levels 

of $.^40 milhon and $220 million as proposed by the President, 
frnm T ^?'^^^^^hat tho trigger for SEOG should be changed 
np. . '1 ?l u ^ percentage of Basic Grants, such as 20 
pe cent. This will insure that SEOG keeps pace with increa,ses in 
college costs and increases in Basic Grants and this remains a 
viable program. 

We support the administration's proposal to eli,minate the dis- 
tinction between initial year and continuing year grants. We don't 
see any useful purpose served by this distinction. We also support 
the Hicrease in the yearly and cumulative maximum SEOG 
amounts to $2,000 per year and $8,000 cumulatively 

We have previously recommended this and think- it is advisable* 
of. fh t ^«'lego costs. However, it is important to 

ote that unless more lands are put in SEQG, simply changing the 
maximum award will only result in some students getting more 
money while others will get less. 

Due to the way funds are allocated to campuses, an increased 

fundf Oth<f'^''K'^ '•^''"^ "^ct^^J^^^ '"^^'"^ institution's need for 
n"l„ :.■ Tu^""' ^"w^^^^ supported by USSA include the 

inclusion of less than half-time students on a discretionary basis 

HR acHR K ? f'^M K^^' "^troduced legislation in this area, 
U.K. 4Jiy. which should be given serioijs consideration 

<?;'^nn''tn ffnrr''''"'"'''"!''-^"^'"^ ^^''^ minimum SEOG award from 
roily I? ' the State allotment formulas so that they are 

need-IWsed instead of enrollment driven and establishing Hrnited 
aid lo/ graduate students. 5 » cu 

On that point, graduate students are particulary hard hit by the 

^nh^ln' "''^ ' ^^^^ ""thing and lose all interest 

subsidies tor loans. Many low-income students will therefore be 
n?t^n^ '"f "'■.^^^^^-•^'•f^^'- debts to attend graduate school .or not 
atte^nt at all. We would propose that institutions be given the 

Z^'Oi^ Supple„,e„U„ Gra„t 
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Lastly, turning to State Student Incentive GranUs, the adminis- 
tration has one majon. change here which is ^ new formula for 
determining the Federal/State match. Currently, the Federal Gov- 
ernment matches each State dollar on a l-for-l basis, provided that 
the State does riot reduce its share ^below that which it was expend- 
ing when it first entered the program. 

Many of the larger States, such as New York and Pennsylvania, 
are vastly overmatched, that is, the Statej^s share far excc^eds the 
Federal share. Therefore, an increase in their State allotment does 
not requhe them to put in new State dollars. They could actually 
reduce their State share substantially and still continue to receive 
increased Federal dollars. 

We think, though, that the administration s proposal goes a bit 
too far in trying to remedy this problem. As far as we understand 
their formula, they would require- that only new State dollars will 
be matched,. Therefore, looking at New York, for instance, which is 
tine State ,where 1 come from. New York would lose any Federal 
funds it gets unless it matched with brand new State dollars the 
Federal funds it gets. 

This seems a somewhat harsh way of penalizing the large States 
and will possibly result in their dropping out of the program. We 
would recon^mend, instead of the administration language, the es- 
tablishment of a rolling base year. This would require States to 
match any increase in Federal dollars with new State dollars but 
would not penalize them by reducing their c'urrent share if they 
chose not to increase their State share. 

We think all of these formulas need to be carefully reviewed so 
that we reach a balance between stimulating an increase in State 
funding while not unduly penalizing States. We support her^ also 
the elimination of the distinction between initial year and contin- 
ual year awards. In addition, we would recommend raising the 
SSIG maximum to $2,000, including provisions to encourage States 
to include part-time students and establishing a second tier to the 
program. 

This second tier, which would be funded ^after the cutrent pro- 
gram' was funded at $100 million, would distribute funds only to^ 
those States which do specified things, such as including part-time 
or gcadilate students or allowing portability of ^-ants. 

Ufctly, as with SFOG, we recommend a revision in the State 
allotment foinnula so that it is based upon aggregate State need. 
Overall; as we stated last week,- USSA finds the administration 
proposal seriously wanting in the area of grayits and urges a very 
careful examination of the ramifications of its enactment into law. 

Thank you .for the opportunity , to be here, and I>would be happy 
to answer any questions! 

Mr. BaujkV. Thank you very much. 

Before we put the administration on the block, I am sure you 
will have some questions that you will want to answer and there 
will be some additional questions for you. 

Mi'. Jeffords, do you have any questions? 

Mr. 4'^*'"'^^^*^^^* ^ would prefer to hear from the adininistration 
first. 

Mr. BAn.KY. Mr. Edwards. 

Mr. Edwakds. [Nods negatively.] 
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Mr. Jekforos. All right. I am sure you fellows have several 
things you wish to respond to, so why don^t you proceed 
T Hnn'f^^'"''- Chairman 1 would be happy to respond in-order 
1 don t know whose order, though. uiuei. 

Mr. Bailey, my don't you take your choice. 

Mv VoiCT. We do, indeed, have a litany. I think first of all I 
would hke to briefly review our proposal that deals w th the Basic 

?1 ^^'"^T f ^^V^- cu'^rently the ceiling s 

$1,800 mmus the family contribution for the student and that s 
not to exceed one-half of the student's costs 

inci-easir tlJ'l^ f^'''''^^' ^'^^^ mentioned, we do see a need for 

ire^^^g?bf^[:';^^^^^^^^^^^ PrograrS 
What we are proposing, Mr. Chairman, is a change in the law 

TtS'riTli^r'^'' T •'"^'"'^"^ '''' ^^"'"^ -^tLi^ actually 
requiring a set annual increase and permit an increase in the 
ceihng. basically, based upon need. Should funds not become avail^ 

rh'^c^rrTntlSoJ).^"^^^^^^^ ^^^^^ woulS^lt^llt 

The reason we are proposing this is if you require a step increase 
each year and funds are not available' the distribution chafes 
radically. If you have an established ceiling and you do not hfve 

ro^fronosinr'tn^"' whicii'we ^^e 

also proposing to change and make more equitable, comes into 

And that reduction language does have serious steps in it which 
cause some equities between students.' In addition when the reduc 
- tion angunge comes into play, it does eliminate unde, any Suc- 
funding'^"^^' ^ ^"l^V*^" ^'"^^"^ be eligiWe^t fuH 

We think that our approach would allow the increase of the 
some^ofTh"*'' an increase.in the ceiling withoS hlvLig 

some of the serious inequities ir that ceiling is not increased be-' 
cause of insufficient funding. Basically, that is.ot"r theorTirdoes 
permit the increase of the ceiling and does not autor^atlcally if 
funds are not there, cause the implementation of the reS^ction ' 
language that is in the bill. reauction 

Mr. Jeffords. May I inquire? 

[Mr. Bailey nods affirmatively ] . , 

Mr. Jeffords. The problem that concerns me with that particu- 
ar approach is that wliat you are doing is really taking away from 
his comjnittee the responsibility of establishing what the partic^ 
lar standard ought to be for the BEOG and relegaSne that to th" 
Appropriations Committee. I think that that ia Sr f nd unr^afe' ' 
tic in this sense. Thev are going-to be looking at that $ 1^800 c^ihig 
and saying that is vvlrat has been set, and thlt is what we St ^ 
follow and that is what we will appropriate on ^ 
Basically it seems to me it is up to this committee to determinP 

uselo meturt'iS^r'.H" Appropriation? gltS to, 

use to measure rather than to leave it up to the Approoriationq 
Committee Thef are looking for standardsr^ If they hav^the $1 800 ^ 
ceihng still m there, that is the one thej are gofngCgo by 
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Let s be practical- I can't help but think that this was a better 
way to get around— it sounds like an OMB proposal to me to cast 
the burden upon the Appropriations Committee in Congress rather 
than having to face up to tht> need to appropriate more money in 
order to keep this program funded at an appropriate level. 

Let me ask you. Did OMR have any input into this little gim- 
mick? , 

Mr. VoiGT. As I remember, Mr. -Jeffords, they did not: The prob- 
lem we have now is that we have a . ceiling, like we had a $1,800 
ceiling in the 1978-79 year, but because of insufficient funding, the 
maximum award waS only $1,600. I don't think, at least in our 
view, that this proposal would in any significant way change/the 
amount of influence that this .committee and the authorizing com- 
mittees have with the Appropriations Committees, and I think it 
does, if that is indeed true, permit the increase of the ceiling. 

Mr. O'Keefe. If 1 could speak to this issue, there have been a 
general number of comments that suggest that some of our propos- 
als are a rollb/K5K on our commitment to the middle income intitia- 
tive; that they arc a rollback on the commitment of the administra- 
tion of funding these programs. I think that is highly inaccurate. 

1 think that that is a construction that neither the facts of the 
past several years of appropriation re<iuests for Basic Grant pro- 
a:ams from the administration nor our actions in funding the 
olher student-aid programs, nor, in fact, the increases that are 
inherent in our loan proposal would support. , 

Our intention in setting the maxiitium at a floating level is to 
remove what we have perceived as the unreality of netting some- 
thing in law that we then gannot fund in a given year. And then 
we get into the kind of discussion that suggests that there was a 
quasi-entitlement that existed that we did not fund. 

The administration does not support turning BEOGs into an 
entitlement program. The administration does ^pport regular iii- 
creases in the maximum tp take account of if^creased costs and 
inadequate funding of BEOGs. We feel the best way of accomplish- 
ing this is to have a maximum ^which is simply established annual- 
ly in the administration's budget proposal and in the appropri- 
ations process, ' .. 

1 fully understand the logic of what you say about setting some 
standards or some m^irkposts in the legislation. But it has be6n or 
position that we would prefer to see that maximum floating. 

Mr. Jkffokds. Areoyou prepared to tell me that OMB is ready to 
recommend next year sufficient appropriations to cover an increase 
in the BEOG maximum so that it will represent inflationary in- 
creases? 

Mr. O'Kekfe. r would like to be able tp make a firm commitment 
for the administration to do that. We are not at the point in 
developing our fiscal 1981 budget to be able to know that as a fact. 
We are still in the midst of allocating the initial amount of money 
allocated to us by OMB within HEW. 

It is strongly the intention that if at all possible, we would do 
that. I cannot commit t^iat we would. . 

Mr. Jeffords. Who is going to determine if at all possible? 

Mr. 0'Kii:efe. HEW will make the first determination in allocat- 
ing the budget ceiling that has been given for fiscal 1981 among 
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• the various pi-ograms, and then in debate with the Office of Man- ' 
agem^nt and Budget and .witi. the President tly-ough the ?all and 
early winter. . 

fi JJfr'p ^fr'''''''- 1'^^''''^"'*^'^^ philosophy. Do^you^mve a 

;k ^P^'' ^^^^ ^^'^ ^^'800 ceiHng was set. as to 

fil^Tt inHnl-r^^T ''"^^^ ^?t is, taking into consideration 

of eduaftion • ^^^^reiH. the increase m the cost 

Mr. VoiGT No Mr. Jeffords. We have no figures right now It - 
ranges roughly. ,f you take the progran. from iLs bejnni g the 
academic year of 1973. an^l whether you do it by infl^ation or by 
» . '^iL'S"''"*^^'""' ^^"^^^ ^ difference in terms of the increases 

■ tione^^e^^S^9m^' ^^'^^^ ^^^^ 

Rut it should ^ be noted a^o that since .the beginning of the 
program these maximum ceilings were not funded for a number of 

htlAo ^"k ^'^''i^' maximum award was something 

like $450. which then went to $1,000. and eventually to $1,400 and 
$1,600, and now we are at $1,800. , . j i . «iiu 

^^^,*:.P/ogram \tself was not .fully funded every year 
^Mr. OKeefiv The actual growth in the maximum, the actual 
appropna ed maximum, has gioWn at a rate which has exceeded 
he rate ot increase m tuition and fee expenditures. In mher words 
the amount e^ach year of the increase as it has gone o'r the 

c?eSro7costs '^'^ me of in. 

Mr. Packkr But that is only because the first couple of years it 

z:^^^::::^^''-'''''''' ^^^^^ ^-^^^ ^« 

..rJt'in^n^^^r^t ^Y'"! ""'"^ ^""^ ''^ ^ad still been 

&«owmg at a rate to keep pace with increasing costs 

2 year?'''''"''^' "'"""^ ^^^^ ^^st ^ 

Mr. VoiCT. In the last 2 years it went— well in the last *l vP«rQ 

rceVlii'.' Th^^'^'f '^^^^^ n "x^m^mlwaTn^i 

the ceiling, fhe ceiling went just to $1,400 from $1 800 It was 
changed in the 197r> amendments from $1,400 to $1 800 

Mr HOLEC. If I could interject something,' sir., I think.it is impor- 

$1 800 nr'T'' tK^^^'. r\^''^ ''^'''^ ^here it is a^ say 
*1.800 or any other level, that the way the formula works for 
determining the eligibility, students actually fall out ofX pro- 
' gram even th«Tigh their financial circumstances do not change at 

Inflation is not fully recognized in terms of that particular for- ^ 

eliJibirTr In" t""' 1^^'^^^ '^^"i"? y^-' ^ «t"dent might be 
If^ ;■• r^°M ^""^^ ^^^^ '^1>«^^0 ceiling. the next year the 

slrudents. lamily circumstances have not changed but they co Ud 
become ineligible because of the inflation affecting them 

Mr. Jeffords. Is there any regular way of determining or is 
there^ a regulatory way by which the. cost\f education is^aeter 

Mr. VoiGT. For the Basic Grant program, Mr. Jeffords? 
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Mr. Jeffords. No; not for the Basic Grant-vprogr'am. I mean if we 
are trying to measure the increase in the cost of education, how is 
that determined? How do you make that figure? 

Mr. VoiGT, Basically on the baSis of surveys- conducted by the 

; Office of Education and private organizations. The College Scholar- 
ship Service does an annual survey on the cost of education. 
Mr Jeffords. The-administration recommended that the present 
figures for SEOG, NDSL and CWS be eliminated, again allowing ■ 
the appropriations to set the policy. What is the rationale for thap 
Is it the same? 

Mr. VoiGT. Basically, again, we think that these programs and 
funding for these progi-amS'«hould be done on the basis of need. We 
think in some cases the triggers are artificial minimums or maxi- ^ ' 
mums, minimums as the case may tie. I think you know if you look^|^ 
-at, as Mike O'Keefe indicated, our histor^in terms of requesting 
fuiids for these programs, I think we by am large have exceeded 
the triggers and certainly supported these funding levels through 
the Middle Income Student Assistance bill. 

We believe that that kind of flexibility should be there. You 
should not have these artificial triggers in the prograjTi. 
V Mr. Jeffords. Is your recommended appropriation level less than 

the trigger amount this year? 

Mr. VoiGT. This year in two cases it is. 

Mr. Packer. If I could, since Basic Grants was enacted, all of the 
administrations, not just ihis current administration, h^ve consist- 
ently recommended less than the trigger levels for the programs, 
alm^t year after year. Previous adn%istrations tried to complete- 
ly eliminate funding for SEOG and NDSL timS after time, and the 
current administration this year recommended less than the trig- 
ger levels. ' ' , J 

In the President's . first budget' in fiscal 1978, he recommended 
below th€ trigger levels for some of the programs. So I think here 
that there cannot be really any argumenit that the trigger levels 
have worked to not just increal^e, but to maintain the very exist- . 
ence of these programs. And I think that is a really high priority, 
if not to expand the level of the trigger, to at least maintain it at 
its current level. 

Mr. Jeffords. Why don't you continue? 
- Mr. Bailey. Mr. Edwards, do.you have any questions? 

Mr. Edwards. I don't have any questions. I would like to just 
mlike an observation that I very seldopni find myself in a position of 
being complimentary to this administration, but I feel that some of 
the things the administratiojn representatives axe saying are valid. 
I think we have a tendency, when we establish a program and that 
program is based on helping people in need, that after a while we 
do tend to move toward^ entitlement procedures ^trtth automatic 
increases whether nee(ied or not.' ' , 

■ While I hope that-'we continue to operate programs like this and 
to fund them as much as we are able to do to try to**»cj'ea8e the 
" kind of eduqation, the 'quality of education available to students, I 
, think it is good to see some people at least trying to hold the line 

' against letting programs autoniatically move into ap entitlement 
mode, and I appreciate that. . , 

R^r. Bailey. Thank you. - 
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dis^ussed^f ^ ^'"^ °" ^^"^^ "^^"^ respond to what has been- 

« f^^y^^r^^- ^ ^^^^ *° comment, Mr. Chairman, if I could, 

a little bit on our proposal for the reduction schedule, for the 

tnZ^U^ A schedule in BEOG. I think there is possibly 

some misunderstanding of what it is. j 

First of all, the reduction schedule is not applied after the half- 
cost rule. It IS applied before the half-cost rule m the current 
legislation and in our proposal. 

Second, the proposal that we make for the reduction schedule is 
a very modest change in what is in the law currently And the 
purpose of It is to eliminate what we regard as discrepancies in the 
curfent reduction formula. Currently, the reduction formula has' 
steps m It so that if a student is one side of that step, he might set 
a reduction of several hundred dollars. If he is on th^other^side of 
that step by $5 it^iis Basic Grant, he will get substantially smaller 
reductions ir\ his gVant. So that there is a discontin^iity; as it were 
in the reduction. "cic. 

What our proposed reduction schedule language does is simply 
. make that uniform. It does not change the direction of the reduc- 
tions. It does not change the protection of the student who is 
receiving the largest ^ants. Under the current reduction formula 
If you receive het^en $1,600 end $1,800, you do not get reduced at 
ay. , 

We would not propose changijig that. All we would do in that 

hnrrfhint ^^'^^ ^ « ^^^y «i"^Ple change 

Dut 1 thmk IS an important one, is to smooth out th^t reduction 
schedule so that it is uniform, so that there are not those discontin 
uities in the reduction language. 

So it really is very similar to current reduction language We 
will be presenting some tables for the committee to look at indicat- 
ing how It does, in fact, operate, but basically it is the same 

reter, do you want to comment further? 

Mr. VoiGT. I think the next item I would like to discuss, and I 
think It may take some time, is what is obviously a hot question 
the question on the half-cost provisions. Let me back up just a 
moment and mdic|ate that in lookfng at the half-cost provision, you 
have to look at the program as a whole, the fact that there is a 
fhpn"nn^v 1 theft substract the family contribution, and 

then only at the end when the student's award is determined does 
the half-cost provisioh come into play. 

In other word^ a student with a zero family contribution a 
tTan?3"fiOO^""' eligible student going to a school th^at costs re " 
than regardless of what that student's need is, if it is $7 000 

th^vl^'o '^l'^^? the siudenl^ as 

thefr awardl"'''^'' ' reductions in 

nplH^«lH^??K-^lMK'' program i^s. basically based upon 

.o^lfnc Im'"!*^^ philosophy is that you try to meet within the^ 

wh«7tvn.''^ f ^^^^^'^ "^^^ «<^^d^"ts regardless oP 

what type of schoo»y attend. Frankly, the way the half-cost 
provision works nowTthat for a large portion of students go ng to 
low-copt schools, they are even under the current formula getting 
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more of their need met than a student' going to a higher cost 
institution, and I tWirik that is just the way the formula operates. 

I think ehminating the reduction formula would tend to struc- 
ture the program so that students going to low-cost schools end up 
having an increasingly larger portion of their cost of education 
met, whereas students in higher cost institutions really are not 
affected. i\hey still take ttf6s(r fairly high reductions. ^ * 



Remember, too, we are talking about the low-income students in 
'all kinds of institutions. I think one of the things the half-cost 
provision does do is, to some extent at least, make the Basic Grant 
program neutral to the type of rnstitution the;]^ intend. It does not 
favor one kind of school substantially over another, unless you 
• really are talking about the higher cost schools which are affected 
by the $1,800 ceiling, costs which are higher than $3,600. 

We debated long and hard ajbout what changes might be* made in 
the half-cost provisions or the cost limitation, and obviouly, the 
changes are endless.~^nd each one of these changes has some 
impact on how funds going to students are distributed among 
schools- 

Many of these changes, obviously, have in our view negative ^ 
impact. And as long as you view this program as a need-based 
program trying to meet a portion of the student's need, we feel at 
the moment the half-cost* provision is the best way to handle it and 
' is the most rational approach unless you go to a progi am that has 
no>cciling and funds everyone and provides them all with a free 
post^5econdary education. 

And obviously, that is not in the cards. 1 should also note that 
changing the half-cost provision has some very serious budgetary 
impact^s. major budgetary impacts, and as a result, given the equi- 
ties and given the budget nature of the problem, we do not feel 
that a change in the half-cost provision is warranted at this point. 

Mr. O'Kekfe- Mr. Chairman, could I add to that a little bit, I 
would suggest two considerations in looking at the half-cost rule. 
First, you as a committee as you review this should look at the 
actual effects on a given student. You should look at some sample 
illustrations of , what elimination of the half-cost rule would mean. 

Let me give you a t^Quple of examples and show you why we are 
concerned about the simple and direct elimination of the half-cost 
rule. For a student with a relatively low irfcome, say a family 
income of about $7,000, who is attending a school that has zero 
tuition, that student currently receives a Basic Education Opportu: 
nity Grant'of about $750. 

Now, that is zero tuition and fees at that institution. Simple 
elimination of the half-Qost rule would double that BEOG. In other 
words, there would be an increase of $750 a year for that student 
going to a zero-tuition institution. F^or a student who is attending 
an institution that has a tuition level of about $400, which is 
certainly in the range of what many, many public colleges or 2- 
year colleges have, that student is receiving a grant of $950 and 
would receive an additional $850 per year with the elimination of 
half-cost rule. 

Even up a higher income level or a more middle-income level, to 
wit, a family income level of $13,000, attending that school with a 
\ tuition of $400 a year, that student receives a grant of about $950 
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and Would receive a %\m) increase in the Basic Grant witli the 
ehmination of the half-cost rule. 

We feel these are very sign ifica^nt increases for students whose 
major |postH are associated with living costs, which in most in- 
stanced are costs of living at home; which are costs the family has 
been bearing through the elementary and secondary and 'high 
school years and which should not be covered by this" program to 
the extent that the elimination of half-cost rule would do it. 

The second consideration ]^ would suggest to you is elimination of 
the half cost rule would alter the Basic Grant program in such 
lashion that to us we would have concerns with the potential 
inOationary effect of that program. P^Iiminating the half-cost rule 
would mean that tor any student whose cost of education was up to 
.> 1,800 or up to whatever the maximum was for that i'ear, that if 
that mstjtution increased tuition, the full increase would be borne 
by the Basic Grant program. 

None of thai increase would be borne by the student That is to 
i^ay. an mstitution that is charging, say, that tuition could 

mcrease that tuition another $100 a year, and without the half-cost 
rule, that $-100 increase would be absorbed by Basic Grants, not by 
the student, the parent, or anyone else close to that situation 

Our concern is that by making that change in Basic Granta, you 
would produce a tremendous incentive for the low-cost institutions 
to raise their tuition so that the total cost of education would be up 
to that $1,800 level, since none of that increase in cost would be 
seen by tlie student or tlie-, parent, who would be the logical one to 
object to a tuition increase. 

So I recommend to you those two considerations: (a) that elimtrm^ 
M?v. ?' ^^^^ half-cost I'ule means a very substantial -increase in 
BLOG lor certain kids, and (b) that it will alter the Basic Grant 
pro^^jram .so that it does have an inflationary effect for low-cost 
institutions. 

Dr. Hamilton. May I respond to that? 

Mr. Bau.ky. Yovs; you certainly can. But I don't tliink this is a 
good tmie to do so. We are going to have to break now to go over 
lor a very important vote. We must all go over there. I am going to 
suspend the subcommittee's proceedings here for, let uri^ay, 15 
minutes, but I will call over in case we bump into a problem. We 
may have to stay over there. I am not sure. We have an important 
matter right now. 

So prepa^-e your ansvver. 

[Brief recess.] . ' 

Mr. BAU.EY (presidingl. The subcommittee Vill come to order 
When we recessed. I believe Dr. Hamilton waff getting ready to 
make a strong remark. . - 

Dr. Hamilton: Actually, some clarifications for the record Mr 
Chairman. 

Firsf of all. I think it important to realize that our need-based 
formula IS not 'need related but is tuition sensitive. That is a very 
great distinction. . • 

Second. 25 percent of the college students in this country who 
attend com^\unit.^ and -junior colleges live, in California wliere 
there is zero tuition. These students fire living at home but they 
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are not children. The average age in conmiumty and junior colleges 
is m Over two-thirds of the students attend on a part-time basis. 

It is irresponsible to say that community and junior colleges 
would automatically increase their tuition because of sorne kind ol 
Federal playing with any kind of student-aid prograni. I" t^ct il 
one wore to lool at our sector realistically, you would find it is the 
most nonresponsive sector to Federal policy initiatives of any sec- . 
tor in post,secondary education. [Laughter.] , , ,,1 

In fJct, regardless of what the Federal Government Would do 
create a market for higher education or the like, our institutions 
are still committed to low tuitions, to equal opportunity tor then 
students, and for student access. n ^■^ u^o 

Even after proposition IH, not one institution in Calilornia has 
raised tuition, and 1 don't foresee any of them getting to charging 
(uition However, tuition is the least important indicator of what 
true financial* cost of attendance is for community and junior col- 

AsTmentioned before in my testimony, transportation costs are 
outrageous for commuting students, and many of o"'" 
because they are older, do not live with their ^^^^V^^^^, ^^^^^ 
selves havp families. They are parents already. They have ^^^^^f 
comply with for their children, and the like, and they, need child 
dH-e. They need to be helped with transportation costs to attend 

^^We'are also talking about a Federal policy which should not be 
looked at totally apart from the actions of other committees in 
fact, other subcommittees of this very committee he commit ee 
dealing with CETA authorizes money for the CETA piograms 
•which are incredibly important to comnmnity and junior colleges. 
It is rather ironic that there are, for instance, low-income secretar- 
ies at community colleges who can only attend on a halftime or a ■ 
one-course basis because they have jobs and family responsibilities 
and so forth and yet they can be completely ineligible for all 
Federal student aid. Yet, if they lose their jobs these low-income 
office workers could become CETA students at the same communi- 
tv colleges and receive up to $7,000 or $8,000 in aid. 

Now in terms of the Basic Grant program and the one-hall cost 
rule the inequity is not amOng institutions Which are public and 
private but among students of varying income levels who attend 
the same institution, and that should be understood.' 

If you have a student who has zero family contribution, that 
student receives no more aid than a student who has maybe ^oOU, 
$G0() or $700 'family contribution attending the same institution. 
That is the inequity, and that is the part that the administrations 
program does not iaddress. . , , 

Anyway. I think those are the major parts oi^my address, and 1 
would answer any other questions. 

[Mr. Bailey indicating.] ■ , ^ t-. u -u 

Mr RoscHWALB. 1 seem to be destined to follow Dr^ Hamilton 
this morning. I would like to say I concur and would add a couple 

of observations. ^cwti; 

First the administration's concerns about the responses ol insti- 
tutions' to Federal initiatives, again, as much ol their proposal is 
inconsistent. They are, after all, talking about changing loan pro- 
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grams removing 3-percent loan programs,- putting a great deal 
more burden on students t^ut guaranteeing available dollars. 

They assume, although, it will not happen either, that institu- 
tions would automaticAMy respond in kind. Thai is not how tuitions 
are determined. They are not determined that way by public insti- 
*'"*''°j^^M^" private institutions likeWise do not immediately re- 
spond. 1 here may be a given institution here and there that would 
do so But that is a strawman. 

Another straWman is set up. We heard in the administration's 
remarks the word "elimination " I am aware that two of t he people 
at this panel talked about eliminating half-coat, but I would like to 
note that a modification of half-costs would go a long way in equity 
because .at the very top is where you have your problem 

Merely changing from 50 percent to 6G percent, a 16 percent 
change, which would involve about $120 million, would go a long 
way toward removing the inequity. We do not have to eliminate 
and o( course the cost<5 would bp less as would the problems that 
we referred to, although I don't think they would occur, neverthe- 
less they would certainly be less. 

I think we must talk about real situations. I have the privilege of 
working for 10 traditionally black colleges, the so-called.^] 890 land 
grant institutions. Their avertige cost of attending school, and that 
is the total cost, is about $2,200. It is not an accident that it is 
about .iO percent less than comparable institutions in the State 
and their btate legislatures worry about that. 

The kjds who go t5 those schools are kids who come from very 
*fr^^^n'",'^'^'"i^ ^^r!\''^''r^- ^^'Sht now they have to provide i/ibout a 
' self-help after they got their BEOG because 

the BEOG cannot be more than half of that. The schools get 
remarkably little other funds. When they get SEOG money, they 
lind that they do not give it as a supplement to the BEOG program 
but they do give it to other kids who are equally, needy. These are 
the kids we are talking about, the kids and the families who are 
being unfairly treated by the half cost. A modification of it would 
go a long way. < 

Mr. Packer. 1 have two quick points because Mr. RoschWalb and 
covered most of what we would agree with. First Mr 
O Keefe claims that if we eliminate the half cost, it would be a 
great incentive for institutio,fis to raise tuition. I w^ould disagr-ee 
with that. 

First of all, 50 percent of students who receive Basic Grants now 
are not affected by the half cost rule, so they would receive no 
increased award there. And if tuitions w'^&re increased, they would 
have to bear the brunt of that as well as the 50 percent of college 
students m total who do not get Basic Grants at all and would have 
to bear the brunt of any increase in tuition. 
So that while some students perhaps- would not be "hurt" as 
^much, 1 dont think institviUons would be v^ry Ukely to raise tu- 
ition solely in response to this change, because 75 percent of the 
students across the country would not be covered by that and 
would have to bear the brunt of tuition increases. And as Mr 
Koschwalb pointed out, if anything is going to be an incentive to 
increased tuition, it is a proposal to entitle students to a loan up to 
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their full needs so that as tutition rises, need rises, and the Federal 
(JovernmenL steps in to meet that gap for everyone. 

I think that would be more of an incentive for institutions to 
raise tuition than removing the half cost or, as pointed out, possi- 
bly modifying it and making i,t 60 percent, 70 percent, 75 percent, , 
something which would be, ^^erhaps, acceptable to the different 
scct/OrS- 

The other last quick point 1 have is from material that has been 
put together by the AmencaTfi Council on Education based upon the 
applied management science study I mentioned in my testimony. It 
might be helpful to insert some of the tables in the record.- 

Theyiihow that,' looking at students at 2-year public institutions ' 
who are affected. by half cost, 47 percent of their college cost is met 
through self help, jobs, loans or some other form of assistance other 
ttian contcibutionft from their family and- contributions from 

grants. , ^ . ^ 

If you look then, though, at students, leta,say at 4-year private . 
colleges, who"se awards, were not reduced by half cost, they had to 
meet 41' percent of their total- costs through self-help. So the lower 
income student^s going to the lower cost schools are lacing a higher 
percentage of self help. They are bearing more of the cost of college 
themselves and they are not getting a free rjde.. 

1 think the^ figures, yvould show that they are the ones who are 
most adversely affected by the current system. - . ' 

Dr. Hamilton. I have two more points I just remembered il 1 
could just add them on. I thinit, also, it is not correct to say that 
modifying or eliminating the half cost factor would be an extreme- 
ly difficult thing for the Fcdertfl Treasury. . , , 

When you look at What, it is gQing to cost to implement the loan. , 
program that this administration would creat^e, which would allow 
higher and higher income people to have very low-cost loans, I 
thtuk you havje to put the cost factor of eUminating half cost in 
perspective to what one is really trying to accomplish iu your total 
package here. ■ 

I do agree with Mr. Packer in this comments. 

Mr. GossENS. Mr. Chairman, this is one of those issues where we 
applaud the administration for not making recommendations to 
change the statute, , where there is no real need to change the 
statute. We have asked before this committee and have asked oUr 
colleagues in the association to show v^s real data from last year 
that some students are, in fact, being affected by hall costv And il 
they are being affected by half cost, that the effects of half cost can 
he met by the other grant programs, Supplemental Grants or other 
need-based assistance programs. , 

We are talking about the lowest, income kids at the/ lowest cost 
institutions. Presjt^mably, they are. all. /eligible for nee4^based assist- 
ance. ■ / . 

far as the programs not b6ing need based bOt being tuition 
based, tuition is a factor in determining how much you need to pay 
for your college education. And we believe that it rightfully should 

he. , 

Mr Ho.usc. I think we cannot look at the hall-cost provision m 
and of itself I think one^of the very key GlementS\of it is the cost of 
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' education, if you are taking one-half of something, you must define 
what that one-half is, and that is the cost of education. - 

The Basic Grant program regulations have very specific 
allowances which are provided to students in determining that 
cost. The administration has proposed moving away from actual to 
average tuition and fees and average room and board costs on a 
campus, and that solves a major problem of the administration of 
the progra^ms, trying to determine the exact number of credits a 
student 18 going to t-ake if they charge on a per-credit basis or try 
to determine in advance the exact residence halls and the specific 
room they are going to be in. The cbarge varies by the room and 
meal plan the student is under. That will solve those problems. 

But at the same time, it does not address some of the other 
inequities which are in the cost of education. Under the current 
definition, a student is allowed $1,100 for room and board. That 
same figure was used when the program first started in 1978-74 so 
we allow today for purposes of determining the cost of education 
the same amount we did G years ago, $1,100. That certainly does 
not refiect any infiation that has taken place since then. 

iMt me give you a specific examp^ at my own institution A 
student IS living. off campus. We have to use that $1,100 room-and- 
board allowance. There is a standard $400 miSbellaneous allowance 
to cover books, supplies, personal expenses, transportation. It hard- 
ly stretches that far, but it is intended to cover all of that plus 
tuition, which was about $900. So that is a total Basic Grant cost^ of 
education as defined as $2,400. 

It realistically costs that student about $3,650, we estimate for 
this next year to go to school, but that $2,400 sets the maximum 

r ^If.V-'A"^"^ ^^""^P'^»-t'd to a total real cost to the student 

ol $o,5o0. • 

So the point I waijt to make is not one side or another of the 
hall-cpst issue, but rather that the cost of education needs to be 
addressed and we need to realistically set what it really does cost a 
student to go to school. And we have made recommendations in 
that regard to try to address that issue and clear up the inequities- 
created hecausepf that situation. 

Mr. B/jiKEY. A brief rebuttal, if desired. 

.'^fj^^?'™- ^^^'"^^ ^^''^ drill we have not been 

alerted to. [Laughter. ] 

Mr. VoiGT. Briefiy. I think we are dealing with a number of 
issues here regardmg the cost of education. Actually, the Basic 
brant program as well tis the other programs as a whole, I tfiink 
we must look at this issue in light of all of the other programs. 
, lo begin with. I think the half-cost or half-need or whatever you 
want to call it issue is really based in sonle measure on a policy . 
decision on how much of the student's need or cost should be met 
by the federal Government. I think that is one part of it If you 
want to use the Btisic Grant prograrti to meet 50 percent, 60 per- 
cent, whatever the percentage of cost you want to meet, that is one 
of the issues and, 1 think, one of the policy decisions which must be 
decided. 

I think that may be, possibly, underlying at least a portion of the 
whole discussu^n. 1 
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Second, when we look at the' inequities that exist among vaVious 
cost levels of institutions, there are inequities. And as Ms. Hamil- 
ton pointed out, a student going to a low-cost school, one student 
having zero family contribution and a very low income, and an- 
other student having, s^iy, a $1,000 family contribution, sort of 
middle income, -^may indeed get the same award as a result of the 
half-cost provision!" 

However, by increasing that percentage to 50, 60, 70, whatever 
the percent, you actually exacerbate that situation. You do not 
improve it. You in fact have the opi)osite effect. I think if we look 
at the program as a program of need, trying to meet a portion ol 
the student's need, then it seems to be sensible to stay at 50 
percent in light of all the other inequities that might be created by 
changing the formula, by making it so that students going to 
certain types of institutions are more inclined to do so dimply 
because they have a larger share of their costs met at , that kiitd of 

school. ^ , iir 

I think that is one of the objectives of the program. We are 
looking at students, not at , institutions. I think also in terms Of the 
question of the cost of education, 1 think that is one that is a 
regulatory issue, and we did at one point early on in the program 
propose to change these cost of education levels. 

When we first established it, we got a tremendous amount of 
negative feedback saying they are too lOv^, We then increased them 
and got a tremendous amount of inpiA that they were too high 
from certain kinds of institutions in different parts of the country. 

Admittedly, they have not kept paccj with inflation; but atj the 
same time, there are a number of pressures on the progra^n to 
make changes, all of which cost money, and we are talking a^out 
going to less than half-time students. We are talking about changes 
in half costs. We are talking about all kinds of recommended 
changes, all of which are tremendously expensive. 

I think we have had to weigh, in terms of making changes in the 
cost of education, all of these other kinds of in some cases inequi- 
ties or program changes «that needed' to be mad6 that cost a tre- 
mendous amount of money. As I said, we are looking at the cost of 
education^ but it is a regulatory and not legislative issue in the 
case of the basic grant progi*am. 

Finally, I think in terms of the impact of changes in the halt-cost 
rule on the tuition levels of schools, I think that can be a real 
impact. Because of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act, we 
are suddenly in the position of aiding a much, much larger portion 
of the total studeut populatioin in postsecondary education. 

I think before these changes, we had roughly about 3G percent of 
all the students in postsecondary education on assistance. That 
percentage has gone up substantially, and as a result, there is 
decreased pressure on the part of institutions because a smaller 
portion of their student body is not on student financial aiy. 

There is decreased pressure against tuition increases as a result 
of this Middle-Income Student Assistance Act. Admittedly, the 
changes we are proposing in the Idan progi'am which will make a 
substantial amount of additional loan money available to low in- 
come and needy stvidewts mfiy have an impact. However, lo^ns are 
obviously not nearly as favored by students as grants. 
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As a result, we don't, think that the loan program changos will 
have in any way the same kind of effect of eliminating a pressure 
""J V " ^'^ a hflif^ost change might to keep tuitions down. 
Mr. bAiLEY. Ur. Hamilton, did you have one point'-' 
Dr. Hamilton. Mr. Voiert is incorrect when he talks about in- 
creasing the provision in the BEOG program, having it exacerbate 
the problem, as he says. Right now if you have a middle-income 
student at a community college where the cost of attendance is 

Tf i/nnn''"\!^;nn'' '^'f' f "^f".^ '"^^-i^h-^ a family, contr^„aio^- 
or $1. 000 or $1,200, and the BEOG grant is set now at $1800 
II you subtract the family contribution from the BEOG Rrant it 
leaves an award of something like $600. That student would not'be 
u^u . f ''.^''"^^^ "'^ percent or whatever because that is 
all that that student is entitled to because their (amily contribu- 
tion 18 so large. 

So It is not even related to the percentage of" the cost in the 
lormula. The only people who would be helped would be people 
who actua ly have little to no family contributTbn, and they would 
be indeed helped, by increasing that limit in the BEOG program as 
nigh as we can get it. . 

■ Mr. VoiGT. 'Fhat is, by the way, a very large percentage of the 
total basic grant population, and it also varies by type of institu- 
tion and tuition level. I think by and large I am corr/ct. 
Mr. Bailky. Any lurther comments'^ 

Mr. ROscHWALB^ I am not sure if Mr. Voigt mentioned the less 
tnan hall-time student as an expensive program. 

^I'a u^'^'l """^ "'^ ^^'"^ '"^'^y pressures on the program that 
would have budgetary impact; yes. 

Mr. RoscHWALB. I am not sure whkt he means, precisely but the 
proposal that was made by various associations and the bill that ^ 
Mr Weiss has introduced does not cost a nickel above what the 
apprppriation committees determine to put in. Down the line 10 
years hence or 5 years hence, it may become obvious that more 
money should go into that program to take care of that group of 
student^ more-equit.ably. but there is no budgetary implication for 
the fdr^se^eable future, m the authorization of this bill, which is a 
4-ye(rr or T) year period. 

One other pointy W-e would be happy to submit for the record a 
correction o Mr. Gossens' assertion. He said tliat his organization 

MFnr^ """'^'^^ ^"'""'^^ <'""ds other than the 

BEO(,b program to supplement the half-cost restriction. We have 
data and will be happy to send it in lor the record to indicate that' 
WnrS°"" of - dollars for students getting BEOGS o^ier than 
BEOGb IS remarkably httle.M think some of that mr?^ was re- 
ferred to by Mr. Packer eiarlier today 

There are no extra dollars. The kids are -not getting more money. 
They have to find it on theit own. 

n..^?.i'' ^^^f^r^'^- J^.'-- Chairman, we would assert that that is' a 
dn^ nn] u ^^^'^^^^-^ ^^"^ ^^^^ the particular institution which 
does not choose to use the other sources of. aid available, and it is 
not a problem with the statute so that you would want to go- 
hrotigh the immense pr,oblems.th^it would be caused by changiL- 
the halt-cost pi'ovision. . • . ^ ^ 
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Mr, RoscHWALB, I don't know if Mr Gossons is proposing that 
the disproportionate anmount of SEOG now going to independent 
institutions because they are more expensive, and rightfully so, 
should be shifted to junior colleges antf^others to take gare of the 
fact the money that is appropriated for SEOG, for example, is used 
up every year.' And if more SEOG money is available to people for 
kids going to school who are cut back on their^ aid by half-cost, it 
has got to come from somewhere. 

Now, we would be perfectly delighted to have it come from 
additional .appropriations, but as of now, if that money had not 
gone to the students at independent institutions, it would have 
gone somewhere else, and 1 don't think you are proposing that kind 
of a shift. 

Mr. GossENS. If we are going to go into a debate here, based upon 
our Student Aid Recipient Data-Bank- — 

Mr. Bailey. We have about 8 minutes to finish it up, , - 

Mr. GossENS. I will speak fast. Based upon our Student Aid 
Recipient Data Bank, results of actual student participation in 
student aid programs last year in the Mudependent sector for all 
undergraduate aid recipient-s who were dependents, the participa- 
tion was 2\A percent of SEOG funds. 

We don't know where the other 79 percent is, but it has got to be 
in other sectors other than the independent sector. We don't think 
there would be a significant shift of funds. 

Mr. RosCHWALn. Do you have a figure, again, that the independ- 
ent sector received how much last year out of the total appropri- 
ations? 

Mr. GossENS. 21.4. ■ 

Mr. RosCHWALB. I wonder if our colleagues from the administra- 

tion could verify that that is correct. Our figurep are closer to 40 

percent. 

-Mr. VoiGT, We will take a look- I don't have the data with me, 
but we will lake a look. 

Mr. Packer. I think it is more like 43 percent. 

Dr. Hamilton. And they educate 15 percent of the undergrad- 
uates in the independent sector. 

Mr. RoscHWALB. Incidentally, we are not suggesting that be 
modified. We concur that this numerically disproportionate distri- 
bution as we understand it makes a great deal of sense considering 
the additional co^i for students going to independent institutions. 

The point I was trying to make was that all of the money in the 
program is exhausted and.thtyre is no extra money arolmd for kids 
who are cut off by the half-cost provision. That is the point 

Mr. VoiGT. Let me make a brief point, Mr. Chairman. We may be 
conjecturing in some part in that the impact of the Middle. Income 
Student Assistance Act will only occur at tfie beginning of this 
academic year, this fall. 

1 don't think any of us really Icnow how much unmet student 
need there is when you take into account the fairly substiintial 
increases in Basic Grants and the fact that both SEOG and work 
study were substantially increased for the 1979 academic year. 

So what may have been the situation in the past several years 
about a lijrge tK)rtion of unmet n^ed in all kinds of schools, that 
portion may be substantially neduced. So when you look at the 

- ■ ■ . ■ ' ' i 
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programs as a whole in light of the halPcost provision, that mieht 
have changed. 

Mr. Bailky. Are thcfre any other fiiiay parting comments or opin- 
ions.'' ,< 

Mr. IIoLEC. I wonder if we could ask for further explanation in 
the bEQG program relating to the removal or statement of purpose 
as to what is intended by the administration by ronioval-of the 
provisions m there specifying that it can only meet one-half of the 
student's need and the student be of exceptional financial need 

Gauld you amplify as to what is intended by the administration 
for the use of that program? 

Mr. VoiGT. I think basically the intent here is to liberalize the 
way that institutions can allocate funds and remove the matching 
provision and fit it, 1 think, more neatly into the whole packaging 
concepts that different institutions may have. That was a primary 
incentive. Put the SEOG progi-am on the same basis as the other 
need-based progi&ms and allow at the institutional level discretion 
to meet the needs as they see fit. 

In other words, it does provide considerably more freedom at the 
inslitytional level to award SEOG funds. Does that 

Mr. Holkc You are not necessari.ly intending, then, that the 
program should be used to provide choice versus access 

Mr. VoiGT. Indeed not. 

Mr. Hoi-EC. You want to leave that question totally up to the 
inslitutidn? ' 
Mr. VoiGT. Yes. 

Mr. Hoi.EC. I wonder. You built into the loan programs— and I 
realize this is a discussion for another day— a self-help requirement 
of $700 in order for a student to receive the basic loan ^ 

Mr. VoiGT. Right. 

Mr. Hoi.EC. There is no similar provision in the SEOG program 
Mr. VoiGT. That is right. & ■ 

Mr. HoLEc. That would therefore permit a student's need, say if 
It were whatever, to be fully met between Basic Grant and SEOG 
iJut yet, if you wanted to use a basic loan, you could be prohibited 
from doing that. Could you explain that apparent- 
Mr. VoiGT. That, 1 think, could and in part happened. It is also 
governed, I think, by the availability of funds under SEOG particu- 
larly at given campuses. And we tliink that by and large, given%e 
way need analysis operates to begin \\Hth, there is a self-help expec- 
tation m need analysis already. As a >esult, we ^on't, really think 
there will be a major shift in packagingXphilosophy at the institu-' 
tional level. \ 

I think there could be instances wl^ere ftflK individual students a 
change like that might be very desirable, paidicularly in the first ■ 
or second year ol their education. But I think , by and large the 
who e packaging philosophy is well-established ai;the institutional 
level, buildyig an alreacj:^ a.self-help eompohent, wM&h I'think we 
•are just trying to reinforcl" ilnd'^ipncourage. ^ \- 

. Mr. Baiw:y.' All right. Let rne on beh'alf 6f 'the subcbmmittee " 
chairman. *iyir. Ford, thank ally. you very much for cofnmg and 
giving the divergence pf Views. I would like to compJiment= ydw all 
as 9 very; reasQjioblc group of people and say that I' appreciate it 

,personj\lly very, much ytjur aom^ng, the''ti?stim'ony- involved, and 
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hope we have given you a chance to voice your opinions pnd place 
them on the record. 

The Subcommittee on Post^econdary Education of the Education 
and Labor Committee will stand adjourned un^l 9:30 ^.m. tomor- 
row morning, 
[Whereupon, at 12 p,m,, the committee adjourned,] 
[Material submitted for inclusion in the retord follows:] 

PUEPARED StATEMKNT OF THE COAUTlON OF InDEI^^NOENT CoI.LKGE AND ^ 

University Students 

Mr Chairman and Mcrnlwrs of the Subcpnimittce on Postsecondary Education, I 
am Luis F. Solis, Acting National Director of the "(/Oalition of Independent College 
and University Students (COPUS). It us" a plorisure to hv silting before you today io 
present COPUS* views on the Administration s reauthorization proposals for Title 
IV Grant programs. Though my tostiniony is brief, I will state compietdly our views 
on those changtSa rto the BEOG, SKOG, SSIG and CWS programs that threaten 
independent college studenti? with an uncert^iin future. 

If one word describes accurately the impact of the Administration's recommenda- 
tions on C3tisting financial assistance programs, it is ''uncertainty '* We bear a 
conviction that national education policy can follow several different paths in the 
yoarB to come, but that where possible, thL> guiding principle should be a commit- 
men! that guarantees t^ilented, economically disadvantaged students a choice in 
selecting a pOvStsecondary institution. Implicit in this vision is the need to chart 
steady progress toward this gotjJ; eliminating inconsistencies in policy whore possi- 
ble and adding sharpness to old rhetoric when it appears likely to disappear. The 
Administration s proposals represent a mixed bag of blessings. While somv. proposed 
changes would undoubtedly improve the present system of financial assistance, 
others intrwlucu uncertainty and confusion in places \yhere the programs would 
otherwise have been clear. 

That many of the Administration's pro|)oaal8 will simpljly the administration of 
programs is unequi vocable. But. unfortunately, in the/f-emaining cases the full 
impact of the Administration s proposals that is to a^y, th6 incidental and there- 
fore the eventual policy outcomt-— is unpredictable^or this reason, while we con- 
sider many of the Administration's changes on ex i;3ti rig-grant programs as improve- 
ments, we urge thr SulH*omnutt<^e to critically oitonine those proposals that would 
have uncertain effects on the present financij^aid system. Several such proposals, 
for example, are included in the Administration s concept of an equitable and 
effective BEOG and SSIG program, It is my hope that this testimony will point out 
to the Subcommittee some of these troublesomie areas. 

My comment;^ today are^not in Ofder of importance nor do they reflect COPUS' 
reauthorization priorities. They simply correspond to the order that particular 
proposals apfx^ar in the Administration s testimony. 

Basic Etliicational OpfHutunity' Grant progixirn (BEOG) 

The status of the BEOG program as the cornerstone of financial aid is challenged 
vigorously by the Administration's maximum award proposal. Simply put. the Ad- 
ministration irresponsibly eschews thq issue of full funding of the BEOG program. 
The Administration's proposal not only fails to convince the Subopmmittee of its 
commitment to the BEOG program; but it fails to protect recipients of basic grants 
by leaving the program^s viability to the appropriations process. These are the 
neediest student^J receiving financial aid, of course, and yet they are placed in the 
most vulnerable position. COPUS would liko to recommend thtvt in addition to a 
higher maximi^im award the Subcommittee adopt language thaK encourages full 
funding of BEOG. Unhappily, the Administrations proi)OSq,l^\wo\dd serve as a 
disincentive to reaching this goal. \ *i \ • n 

At least one other compelling reason ^jxists for introducing 'Tull f^mding lan- 
guage. It recently haf^come to our attention that in various pockfets of the country 
new studont markets are emerging. These, are student populal^ions which, due to 
inadtHiuate infopnation or lingering discrimination, have ^jpoU>taken advantage of 
financial aid The outcome is eQually clear: they haven't enjoVed postsecondary. 
educational opportunities liHse the resj of us. The Coalition is corvcerned that unless 
'Tull funding is accepted as a guiding plulosophy. hundreds of thousands of stU; 
dentil eligible (dr BEOG grants will not receive them; or, they will receive them in 
amountij insufficient to meet basic educational expenses. 
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- - AZi LrT - " •eduction language itself, it is difTicult to argi.e with the 
'rt^^^^T^ ^ '"^Pj"''? "staircase" schedule .eduction formula. 

I ho pro soeed change av.11 ease the burden placed on financial aid ad.n.niet. ato. fi, 

. Cnrn^n«t.?^f.or " g,-a.,t, awa.ds at 

!'r'' I" of" Itie Admi.iistratiojn's. proposDl to tfi.l,8ti- 

tutcf avfl.-age coat for o^ctua! cost .n calculating BEOC awalds. Dospiti our favorable 
aM'^'r fP^^'- '^' still bel.eve tlint each campus sLuld likowl^ be 
Tn X^. n 'LM " to calculate otT^a.npue^iving expenses. Th.s would l>o 

in ah^ip conl. agt -w.th the ex.stuig tarov.eio.i whiqh-setB n standa.d $1,100 figu.e as 
w£h"iron f'™'"K«^ on^anipus V^OG awards. The oft<ampus BEOG provision! 
which ,,ro. ically .s absent (Vo.n the. Ad.ninistration's prese^Ua/ion, should Ik- exarn' 
■ ined closely u, co,i,p«rison to prevailing circumstances oH^college and university. 

RFOr nnn/''" co.ilrovcrsial port.on of the Admjnist.-ntion's proposals f6r 

J Veterans Administration and S<x;ial Sccu.ity Benefits 

mV?. nf nrn^" "f P'oppsal indi.ectly contends that VA and SS bt>nerit^ are a 
'Of BEOG grant, anJ -thcefore sho\.ld be considered in the some .nah.ior as 
pa.e.i al a«! student contr.but.ons While we agree that something nuist Kne S 
correct occtlsional-ovei awarding" of BEOGs. we fail to coTnpreJuaii?^ the. logic Mrind 
. . penalizing aU r^c.pioijf.. irrespective of their needs and clrciunsUinces It - wouki 
appear that this ifej^ classic case of overkill. lyjorc so tlian before this part of BEOG 
3:riretKte^^^^^^^^^^ ^"^^ Adlninistrati^ns proposal 

•- Supplemental Educitttonal Qpportuiuty Qrant pivgrnm (SBOG; 

BY Providing one "fu.iding pot" instead of two the administration of the SEOG 
P^ogi-am at the St^te and campus levels will he simplified. We clearly consider this 
an .njprovement over the present system of aH'ocaling grants to in8tiUiti<,ns Wl i 'h 
m not so to say the full implications of this proposal are clear to us. We "Would 
Unefit considerably from an analysis that deUirmine^ whether or not the proTred 
change Will redistribute SECX; funds in an equitable maniiQr . P'oi'oeea 
., As regards the maximum SE(.X} annual and cumulative awards, Uie Coalition 
m^l^auds ^he Administration for a change Uiat'is long overdue. Such an inciease i 
SLOG ,8 required If this program is expected to covx-r its <,hare of college costs We 
also are mindful that the Appropriations Cotnmittees will ultimately dec^ide wlu-tlu-r 
tlm k.ud of proposed'change is meaningful or illusory. " ^ 

Finally, .t ,s important to recogiiiz^^ that the SfiOG maximum award h»iigunKe 
mch des a provision to asiJist the "fifth" year college student I ike raising t^e 
nmxbnum award to' $2,000, thu, pronost^ change w.^!! ha^^e the efa>ct of drSg the 
^ SEOG program closer in tune -vN-it^ the clientele^ servos. An appallingly h r h 
luimbor „l college studenLs can t.e expected to renuire a fifth year iif, leeth g their 
to^T^ AT-Tr' '«'-J>-;rfe&tly justifie(\ misons. The Coalition is glad to 

see the AdmjnistralioturecognizcS this situation. 

State Student I ncenti tie Grant prognim (SSIG) 

fromTl''in!,T«'"?'" ^A"' SSlG-f,roposal which changes the Federal niatchi|ig role 
ilTJ oT^° , "^"tchiiig only in the ca^e of new St«t« dollars, will create an 

rosSn.^l in/v t f « i'"*'''^ maintenance of effort reauiremeiit^ and go beyond this 
•^^S^'- ih \° 'T:^"" «'-;'^°'"'-«^^'P,P!;oRranis At least in the case of sc^called 
wealthy States. But in the case of States that acjopl strict - measures of fiscal 
I'S^the SSir* P'"^™'" 'OHK. M«ny Stages may refuseTo 

« nh„ n n^l" . ? u'*^ "'""I'"* "'^^^^^'^ dollars rtK,t.ired to maintain the 

would l^e U !ZT,u'TZ th^»;>mber of eligible recipients. ;rhus, t\re Coalition 
Z^c^uJ tL Lr/ ' Subcommittee to; scrutinize. the Administration's proposal, 
iRHjiuse the policy impact may be counter-intuitive and could go unnoticed. ' ' ' 

. OoUege Work Study program (CWS) 

Iw.'^^^nJS'tK"^'"'**"^'^ proposals for CWS are .fairly n6ncontrx,vei^ia!. and should 
^h^^^.-.^^rrV^^™"^''""*.'^^*'' '?°^t^^«':'«>tlOns process. Again, the Coalition is dis- 
' tressed to find no rm^ntion of sub-minimum wages. approiJriatioas or rcKulatio is 
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